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Operational Noise 

The primary source of noise associated with the operation of the proposed Project would be from vehicular 
trips. The expected roadway noise level increases from vehicular traffic were calculated using the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise prediction model and the average daily traffic volumes that 
would be generated by the proposed Project.  

As detailed in Section 5.4, Transportation, the proposed Project is anticipated to generate approximately 
906 daily trips, 72 a.m. peak hour trips and 95 p.m. peak hour trips. The increase in noise levels generated 
by the vehicular trips have been quantitatively estimated and compared to the applicable noise thresholds 
of significance listed below. 

Secondary sources of noise would include new stationary sources (such as heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning units) associated with the new residences on the Project site. The increase in noise levels 
generated by these activities have been quantitatively estimated and compared to the applicable noise 
standards listed below.  

The Project would result in a noise related impact if Project related operational (stationary source) noise 
levels: 

• Exceed the exterior 55 dBA Leq daytime or 45 dBA Leq nighttime noise level standards at nearby 
sensitive residential receiver locations (City of Riverside Municipal Code, Section 7.25.010). 

The Project would result in a noise related impact if the existing ambient noise levels at the nearby noise-
sensitive receivers increase by 5 dBA because an increase of at least 5 dBA is required before any 
noticeable change in community response. This threshold was identified in the City’s General Plan EIR. 

Vibration 

Aside from noise levels, groundborne vibration would also be generated during construction of the Project 
by various construction-related activities and equipment; and could be generated by truck traffic traveling 
to and from the Project site. The potential ground-borne vibration levels resulting from construction activities 
occurring from the proposed Project were estimated by data published by the FTA. Thus, the groundborne 
vibration levels generated by these sources have also been quantitatively estimated and compared to the 
applicable thresholds of significance listed below. 

There are no City or state vibration standards applicable to the proposed Project. As such, available 
guidelines from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are utilized to assess impacts due to ground-
borne vibration. The FTA has adopted vibration standards that are used to evaluate potential building 
damage impacts related to construction activities. As shown in Table 5.3-6, the threshold at which there is 
a risk to “architectural” damage to residential structures (non-engineered timber and masonry buildings) 
is a PPV of 0.2. 

Table 5.3-6: FTA Vibration Damage Potential Thresholds 

Building Category PPV (in/sec) 
I.   Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.50 
II.  Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.30 
III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.20 
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 
Source: Noise Impact Analysis, Appendix F. 

 

I I 
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The FTA has also adopted standards associated with human annoyance for groundborne vibration. As 
shown on Table 5.3-7, the FTA has identified that 75 VdB is the threshold for annoyance from groundborne 
vibration at sensitive receptors.  
 

Table 5.3-7: FTA Vibration Annoyance Thresholds 

Vibration 
Velocity Level Human Perception  
65 VdB Approximate threshold of perception for many people. 

75 VdB Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible.  
Many people find that transportation-related vibration at this level is unacceptable. 

85 VdB Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events per day. 
Source: Noise Impact Analysis, Appendix F. 

 
Therefore, impacts would be significant if construction activities result in groundborne vibration of 0.2 PPV 
or higher at residential structures or 75 VdB.  

5.3.6 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
IMPACT A: WOULD THE PROJECT GENERATE A SUBSTANTIAL TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT 

INCREASE IN AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS IN EXCESS OF STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN 
THE LOCAL GENERAL PLAN OR NOISE ORDINANCE, OR APPLICABLE STANDARDS 
OF OTHER AGENCIES? 

 
Construction 
Noise generated by construction activities would include a combination of trucks, power tools, concrete 
mixers, and portable generators that generate high noise levels. As shown on Table 5.3-8, construction 
equipment used for the Project generates noise up to 89.6 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the noise 
source.  

Table 5.3-8:  Construction Reference Noise Levels 

Equipment Description 

Acoustical 
use Factor 

(%) 
Spec. Lmax @ 

50ft (dBA, slow) 

Actual Measured 
Lmax @ 50ft 
(dBA, slow) 

Compressor (air) 40 80 78 
Concrete Mixer Truck 40 85 79 
Concrete Saw 20 90 89.6 
Crane 16 85 81 
Dozer 40 85 82 
Excavator 40 85 81 
Forklift 50 n/a 61 
Front End Loader 40 80 79 
Generator 50 82 81 
Grader 40 85 -N/A- 
Paver 50 85 77 
Pickup Truck 50 85 77 
Paving Equipment 20 90 -N/A- 
Roller 20 85 80 
Scraper 40 85 84 
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 25 80 -N/A- 
Welder/Torch 40 73 74 
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Source: Noise Impact Analysis, Appendix F. 
 
However, construction noise levels will vary significantly based upon the size and topographical features 
of the active construction zone, duration of the workday, and types of equipment employed. Also, typical 
operating cycles for construction equipment involves one or two minutes of full power operation followed 
by three to four minutes at lower power settings and turned off when not in use. Thus, construction equipment 
noise would not be continuous.  
 
Noise from construction would also be limited by Municipal Code Section 7.35.020(G), which prohibits 
construction activities between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, between the hours of 
5:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. on Saturdays, or at any time on Sunday or a federal holiday. The proposed 
Project’s construction activities would occur pursuant to these regulations. Thus, the proposed Project would 
be in compliance with the City’s construction related noise standards. 
 
The increase in ambient noise at nearby sensitive receptors from the Project construction activities to 
determine if a substantial increase in noise would occur. Because construction would occur throughout the 
Project site, the distances to the sensitive noise receptors were based on the acoustical center of the 
proposed construction activity. Construction noise levels were calculated for each phase. To be 
conservative, the noise generated by each piece of equipment was added together within each phase. 
However, it is unlikely (and unrealistic) that all of the equipment will be used at the same time. 
 
As detailed on Table 5.3-9, the noisiest construction phase is anticipated to occur during grading, where 
the highest modeled construction noise levels could reach up to 74.3 dBA Leq at the façade of the closest 
residential receptors located northwest of the site (in the vicinity of STNM2), which would not exceed the 
80 dBA threshold. Other receptors located further from the center of construction activity would experience 
lower noise levels. Therefore, construction noise impacts would be less than significant.  

 
Table 5.3-9:  Construction Noise Levels at Receptor Locations 

Construction 
Phase Receptor Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise Levels 
(dBA Leq) 

Construction Noise 
Levels at Receptor 

Location 
(dBA Leq) 

Demolition 

Northwest (STNM2) 69.3 73.6 
Northeast (STNM3) 46.6 68.6 
East (STNM 4) 62.6 65.9 
West (STNM2) 69.3 65.0 
North (STNM1) 58.7 61.2 

Site Preparation 

Northwest (STNM2) 69.3 72.4 

Northeast (STNM3) 46.6 67.4 

East (STNM 4) 62.6 64.7 

West (STNM2) 69.3 63.9 

North (STNM1) 58.7 58.5 

Grading 

Northwest (STNM2) 69.3 74.3 

Northeast (STNM3) 46.6 69.3 

East (STNM 4) 62.6 66.6 

West (STNM2) 69.3 65.8 
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Construction 
Phase Receptor Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise Levels 
(dBA Leq) 

Construction Noise 
Levels at Receptor 

Location 
(dBA Leq) 

North (STNM1) 58.7 60.6 

Building 
Construction 

Northwest (STNM2) 69.3 68.9 

Northeast (STNM3) 46.6 64.0 

East (STNM 4) 62.6 61.2 

West (STNM2) 69.3 60.4 

North (STNM1) 58.7 56.7 

Paving 

Northwest (STNM2) 69.3 70.3 

Northeast (STNM3) 46.6 65.4 

East (STNM 4) 62.6 62.6 

West (STNM2) 69.3 61.8 

North (STNM1) 58.7 58.8 

Architectural 
Coating 

Northwest (STNM2) 69.3 61.0 

Northeast (STNM3) 46.6 56.0 

East (STNM 4) 62.6 53.3 

West (STNM2) 69.3 52.4 

North (STNM1) 58.7 47.1 
Source: Noise Impact Analysis, Appendix F. 

 
Operation 
On-Site Stationary Source Noise  
Operational noise would occur from stationary equipment such as heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) units that would be installed for the new residences. The typical noise from air conditioning units is 
intermittent and approximately 66.5 dBA Leq at 5 feet. The Project design includes perimeter walls and 
building setbacks. Noise levels from the HVAC units would be reduced by approximately 5 dBA (61.5 
dBA Leq) due to the proposed 6-foot-high perimeter wall, and further reduced to 49.5 dBA as a result of 
the 20-foot building setback from the public right-of-way to the HVAC units. The 20-foot minimum building 
setback from the Project perimeter is the Planned Residential Development standard for the R-1 Zone that 
the Project would adhere to, and HVAC units are assumed to be adjacent to the residential structures. 
Therefore, noise levels generated from on‐site HVAC units would not exceed the City’s exterior daytime 
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) ambient noise standard of 55 dBA and the intermittent noise increase would not 
exceed the City’s nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) 30‐minute noise standard of up to 50 dBA (45 dBA 
plus 5 decibels). In addition, the location of mechanical equipment and related noise would be reviewed 
as part of the building plan submittal to ensure compliance with the City’s municipal code requirements. 
Therefore, noise impacts related to HVAC and other mechanical equipment that could be used by the 
proposed residences would be less than significant.  
 
Traffic Noise  
The proposed Project is estimated to generate a total of 906 daily trips. Of these trips, 72 would occur 
in the a.m. peak hour and 95 would occur in the p.m. peak hour. The increase in traffic resulting from 
implementation of the Project would result in a limited increase the ambient noise levels in proximity to the 
Project area. The significance of the Project’s traffic noise impacts is determined by comparing existing 
ambient noise levels with Project-related noise levels. As utilized in the City’s General Plan EIR, if Project-
related traffic would increase the CNEL at a sensitive receptor by 5 dBA, a significant impact could occur. 
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The noise traffic noise levels that would be generated by the Project were calculated using the FHWA’s 
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108). As shown in Table 5.3-10, the proposed 
Project would increase noise levels at sensitive receptor sites by a maximum of 0.3 dBA Leq. This increase 
would not exceed the 5 dBA threshold; thus, impacts related to traffic noise increases would be less than 
significant.  
 

Table 5.3-10:  Project Increase in Traffic Noise Levels 

Road Segments 

Existing Existing Plus Project 

Exceed 
Threshold? ADT 

dB 
CNEL ADT Total 

Project 
Increase 

Van Buren Boulevard   
w/o Wood St 42,054 73.9 42,493 74.0 0.1 No 
e/o Wood St 40,117 73.7 40,293 73.8 0.1 No 
at Trautwein-Cole Ave 41,461 73.9 41,637 73.9 0.0 No 

Cole Avenue    
s/o Van Buren Blvd 6,934 66.1 7,241 66.3 0.2 No 

Krameria Avenue    
w/o Cole Ave 2,752 62.1 2,928 62.4 0.3 No 
e/o Cole Ave 1,870 60.4 1,914 60.5 0.1 No 

Source: Noise Impact Analysis, Appendix F. 

 
IMPACT B:    WOULD THE PROJECT GENERATE EXCESSIVE GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION OR 

GROUNDBORNE NOISE LEVELS? 
Construction 
Construction activities would include demolition, excavation, and grading activities, which have the 
potential to generate low levels of groundborne vibration. People working in close proximity to the 
construction could be exposed to the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels related to construction activities. The results from vibration can range from no perceptible effects at 
the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibrations at moderate levels, to slight 
structural damage at the highest levels. Site ground vibrations from construction activities very rarely reach 
the levels that can damage structures, but they can be perceived in the audible range and be felt in 
buildings very close to a construction site. 

The nearest existing structures to the Project boundary are the residential structures located adjacent to 
the northern portion of the Project site, approximately 5 feet from the Project site boundary. To be 
conservative, this distance represents the closest a piece of equipment could come to the building façade 
of the sensitive receptors as the equipment passes by the Project boundary.  Other vibration sensitive land 
uses are located further from the Project site and would experience lower impacts. 
 
Architectural Damage. Vibration generated by construction activity generally has the potential to 
damage structures. This damage could be structural damage, such as cracking of floor slabs, foundations, 
columns, beams, or wells, or cosmetic architectural damage, such as cracked plaster, stucco, or tile. 
 
Construction of the proposed Project would not require the use of equipment such as pile drivers, which 
are known to generate substantial construction vibration levels. The highest degree of groundborne 
vibration that would be generated during construction would be from operation of a vibratory roller and 
a large bulldozer. At a distance of 5 feet vibratory roller operations are estimated to be approximately 
2.348 inch-per-second PPV and large bulldozer operations are estimated to be 0.995 inch-per-second 
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PPV, which exceeds the FTA significance thresholds (i.e., 0.2 inch-per-second PPV for potential structural 
damage to non-engineered timber and masonry buildings). 
 
However, at a distance of 120 feet, the vibration level from a vibratory roller is 0.02 in/sec PPV, and at 
a distance of 68 feet, the vibration level from a large bulldozer is 0.02 in/sec PPV, which meets the criteria 
to reduce potential structural damage to a less than significant level (vibration calculations provided in 
Appendix F). Therefore, to avoid the potential for any structural damage to the adjacent buildings during 
construction, Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1 has been included to restrict use of a vibratory roller within 
120 feet of the existing offsite buildings and restrict use of a large bulldozer within 68 feet of the existing 
offsite buildings. The site will be visibly marked to show equipment buffer distances. Construction plans 
and specifications will state equipment buffer requirements, which the City will review and confirm during 
plan check. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, construction impacts from groundborne 
vibration would be reduced to a level of less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
 
Vibration Annoyance. At a distance of 5 feet, use of a vibratory roller would generate vibration of 
approximately 114.97 VdB and use of a bulldozer would be expected to generate 107.97 VdB, which 
would exceed the 75 VdB threshold for human annoyance. However, at a distance of 110 feet, use of a 
vibratory roller would generate 74.7 VdB and at a distance of 63 feet use of a bulldozer would generate 
74.96 VdB (vibration calculations provided in Appendix F). At these distances, annoyance-based impacts 
from groundborne vibration would be less than significant. As described previously, Mitigation Measure 
NOI-1 has been included to restrict use of a vibratory roller within 120 feet of the existing offsite buildings 
and restrict use of a large bulldozer within 68 feet of the existing offsite buildings. At the distances 
required by Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1, impacts related to human annoyance would be less than the 
75 VdB threshold, and less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Operation 
Operation of the proposed residential uses would include heavy trucks for residents moving in and out of 
the residences, product deliveries, and garbage trucks for solid waste disposal. Truck vibration levels are 
dependent on vehicle characteristics, load, speed, and pavement conditions. However, typical vibration 
levels for the heavy truck activity at normal traffic speeds would be approximately 0.006 in/sec PPV (63 
VdB), based on the FTA Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment. Truck movements on site would be 
travelling at very low speed, so it is expected that truck vibration at nearby sensitive receivers would be 
less than the vibration threshold of 0.20 in/sec PPV for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings and 
75 VdB for human annoyance, and therefore, would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

5.3.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Cumulative noise assessment considers development of the proposed Project in combination with ambient 
growth and other development projects within the vicinity of the Project site. As noise and vibration are 
localized phenomena, and drastically reduce in magnitude as distance from the source increases, only 
projects and ambient growth in the nearby area could combine with the proposed Project to result in 
cumulative noise impacts. As shown in Figure 5-1, Cumulative Projects, the closest cumulative projects are 
located across Lurin Avenue from the Project site. Cumulative projects 6, 7, and 10 consist of residential 
developments that are currently under construction and may be within hearing distance of the Project site; 
however, these projects are in different stages of development, and concurrent construction of the same 
activities are not anticipated to occur.   

In addition, Municipal Code Section 7.35.020 prohibits construction activities between the hours of 7:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, between the hours of 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. on Saturdays, or at any 
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time on Sunday or a federal holiday. Thus, no cumulative construction noise or vibration would occur during 
the evening hours. Also, with Mitigation Measure NOI-1, the Project would not exceed applicable 
standards or significance thresholds and cumulative noise and vibration impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Cumulative mobile source noise impacts would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic on local 
roadways due to the proposed Project and related projects within the study area. Therefore, cumulative 
traffic-generated noise impacts have been assessed based on the contribution of the proposed Project in 
the traffic volumes on the roadways in the Project vicinity. The noise levels associated with these traffic 
volumes with the proposed Project were identified previously in Table 5.3-10. As shown, the proposed 
Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of 0.2 dBA CNEL. As the increase is much lower 
than 5 dBA threshold, cumulative impacts associated with traffic noise would be less than significant. 

5.3.8  CITY STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
None. 

5.3.9 MITIGATION MEASURES  
MM NOI-1: Construction Vibration: Construction plans and specifications for the Project shall specify that 
bulldozers (greater than 80,000 pounds) shall not be used within 68 feet of offsite residential structures 
and vibratory rollers shall not be used within 120 feet of offsite residential structures. The City will ensure 
plans and specifications include requirements during plan check. Construction activity that must occur within 
120 feet of the offsite residential structures would need to be performed with small rubber-tired or 
alternative equipment that does not exceed the vibration threshold of 0.2 in/sec PPV at offsite residences. 
The site shall be staked (or other visible demarcation) to mark the limits for bulldozing and vibratory rolling 
activities while equipment is in use. 

5.3.10 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 
The mitigation measure and existing regulatory programs described previously would reduce potential 
impacts associated with noise to a level that is less than significant. Therefore, no significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts related to noise or vibration would occur. 
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transit/bus pass program for the single-family residential project does not necessarily guarantee a 
behavioral change within the project’s population that would substantially reduce VMT.  
 
The VMT Analysis (Appendix G) also evaluated installation of off-site bicycle lanes. As detailed in Section 
3.0, Project Description, the Project also includes a 35-foot setback along Wood Road that would include a 
10-foot-wide multi-purpose trail that could be used for both walking and bicycling. The VMT Analysis 
determined that the addition of off-site bicycle lanes would result in a minimal reduction to VMT.  
 
The CAPCOA report, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,2 as referred to by the City’s TIA 
Guidelines, identifies TDM measures that may be effective at the project level. Those measures have been 
applied to the proposed Project in Table 5.4-5 to identify the feasibility of reducing Project generated 
impacts. However, a feasible mix of strategies that would reduce the Project VMT/capita from 19.0 
VMT/capita to 9.18 VMT/capita (a reduction of 52 percent) was not identified.  
 

Table 5.4-5: Project Applicability of CAPCOA TDM Measures to Reduce VMT 

Measure Project Applicability 
Increase Diversity of Land Uses (LUT-3). Having 
different types of land uses near one another can 
decrease VMT since trips between land use types 
are shorter and may be accommodated by non-
auto modes of transportation. For example, when 
residential areas are in the same neighborhood as 
retail and office buildings, a resident does not need 
to travel outside of the neighborhood to meet 
his/her trip needs. 

The Project proposes the construction of 96 single-
family dwelling units and onsite park and recreation 
areas. In order for this measure to apply, at least 3 
of the following land uses should be located on-site 
or if not on-site then off-site within 0.25-mile of the 
Project: residential development, retail 
development, office development, park, or open  
space.  
 
As the proposed Project does not include a mix of 
land uses on-site. The Project is consistent with the 
residential General Plan land use and zoning 
designations. In addition, the Project site is not 
located within 0.25 mile of three other land uses. 
Although school facilities are within 0.25 mile, 
parks, retail, and office uses are located farther 
from the site. Restaurant, service, and retail uses are 
located approximately 0.5 mile from the site, which 
is farther than 0.25 mile. Therefore, this TDM 
measure does not apply and would not provide a 
VMT reduction. 

Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements (SDT-
1). Providing on-site pedestrian access network to 
link areas of the Project site to the off-site 
pedestrian network encourages people to walk 
instead of drive. This mode shift results in people 
driving less for short/nearby trips (typically less 
than 0.25 mile and no greater than 0.5 mile) and 
thus a reduction in VMT. 

The Project would install on-site sidewalks and 
crosswalks that would provide pedestrian 
connectivity and encourage walking. The Project 
also includes a 35-foot setback along Wood Road 
that would include a 10-foot-wide multi-purpose 
trail. Per WRCOG guidance, the increase in 
pedestrian connectivity to commercial and 
residential uses in the area has the potential to 
decrease VMT by 0.5 to 5.7 percent. However, due 
to the lack of commercial land uses in the immediate 
vicinity of the project, the maximum reduction of 5.7 
percent is unlikely to be achieved. 

 
2 Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), August 2010. 
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Measure Project Applicability 
Provide Traffic Calming Measures (SDT-2). 
Providing traffic calming measures encourages 
people to walk or bike instead of using a vehicle. 
Traffic calming features may include: marked 
crosswalks, count-down signal timers, curb 
extensions, speed tables, raised crosswalks, raised 
intersections, median islands, tight corner radii, 
roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, 
planter strips with street trees, chicanes/chokers, 
and others. 

This measure would encourage walking and 
bicycling instead of using a vehicle through the 
implementation of pedestrian and bicycle safety 
and traffic calming measures. Traffic calming would 
reduce motor vehicle speeds through features such 
as marked crosswalks, raised intersections, median 
islands, tight corner radii, roundabouts and similar 
improvements. This measure is also in the 2021 
CAPCOA guidance as Measure T-35. Although the 
2010 guidance notes a potential decrease in VMT 
of up to 1 percent, the 2021 guidance includes 
traffic calming as a supporting, non-quantified 
measure. 

Implement Car-Sharing Program (TRT-9). 
Implementing a car-sharing program would allow 
individuals to have on-demand access to a shared 
fleet of vehicles on an as-needed basis. User costs 
are typically determined through mileage or hourly 
rates, with deposits and/or annual membership 
fees. 

A car sharing program would allow residents to 
have on-demand access to a shared fleet of 
vehicles on an as-needed basis. Costs are typically 
paid by the user via an annual membership or on a 
per-use basis. Car sharing programs are more 
effective when implemented on an area-wide basis 
and are not as applicable to smaller single-family 
developments. The maximum reduction in VMT that 
could be achieved by a car sharing program in the 
WRCOG region is 1.6 percent. This measure is 
included in the 2021 Guidance (Measure T-21-A), 
however according to the 2021 update the 
maximum reduction in VMT is reduced to 0.15 
percent. 

Increase Transit Service Frequency and Speed 
(TST-4). This measure serves to reduce transit-
passenger travel time through more reduced 
headways and increased speed and reliability. This 
makes transit service more attractive and may result 
in a mode shift from auto to transit which reduces 
VMT. 

This measure is achieved through the addition of 
additional busses along an existing bus route, the 
addition of additional routes, or by adding 
rapid/express bus service that would provide 
service to activity areas with fewer local stops. This 
measure is included in the 2021 guidance as 
Measure T-26. Implementation of this measure 
would be by the local transit authority with funding 
from local developments. This measure is not as 
applicable to a single development, but would be 
achieved through multiple funding sources, including 
development fees. According to the 2021 guidance 
a maximum VMT reduction of 11.3 percent can be 
achieved by TST-4. However, the maximum 
achievable VMT reduction in the WRCOG area 
from this measure is 6.3 percent. 

Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work 
Schedule (TRT-6). Encouraging telecommuting and 
alternative work schedules reduces the number of 
commute trips and therefore VMT traveled by 
employees. Alternative work schedules could take 

This measure is implemented by employers as part 
of a commute trip reduction program. This measure 
is not applicable to a residential project; and is 
therefore not evaluated further as means of 
providing a reduction in Project VMT. 
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Measure Project Applicability 
the form of staggered starting times, flexible 
schedules, or compressed work weeks. 

Provide Ride-Sharing Programs (TRT-3). This 
strategy focuses on encouraging carpooling and 
vanpooling of employees. 

A ride-sharing program would increase vehicle 
occupancy by matching commuters with others who 
live and work within close proximity to one another. 
This strategy is generally implemented by 
employers through a Transportation Management 
Association or on a region-wide basis through a 
regional ride-share matching program. Ride-
sharing programs are generally not implemented 
within a single-family development. The maximum 
achievable VMT reduction from ride-sharing 
programs in the WRCOG region is 8.3 percent. This 
measure is also included in the 2021 guidance as 
Measure T-8. According to the latest guidance, the 
maximum VMT reduction from Ride-sharing 
programs is 8 percent. 

Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit 
Program (TRT-4). This strategy provides 
subsidized/discounted daily or monthly public 
transit passes. These passes can be partially or 
wholly subsidized by the development.  

This measure is not included in the WRCOG report 
and is not identified as a measure that would 
achieve meaningful reduction within the WRCOG 
region. The measure is included in the 2021 
guidance as T-9, which indicates that up to 5.5% 
reduction in VMT can be achieved. At the City’s 
request, EPD evaluated a transit pass subsidy for 
mitigation of project VMT. Riverside Transit Route 
22 runs along Wood Road with a stop at the corner 
of Wood Road and Lurin Avenue. Riverside Transit 
routes 22 and 27 run along Van Buren Boulevard, 
approximately 0.75 miles north of the project site. 
Because the site is served by transit, a subsidized or 
discounted transit program could be effective in 
reducing project VMT. 

Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing 
(2010 Guidance TRT-7, 2021 Guidance T-7). This 
strategy implements marketing strategies to reduce 
commute trips. Information sharing and marketing 
are key components to commute trip reduction 
strategies. 

This measure would implement a marketing strategy 
intended to reduce commute trips through 
promotion of an employer’s commute trip reduction 
program (CTR). CTR marketing would educate 
employees (or residents) about their travel choices 
beyond driving such as carpooling, transit, walking 
and bicycling. A CTR Marketing program is 
generally implemented by an employer and could 
result in a reduction in VMT of 4 percent. There is 
no guidance for calculating the benefit when 
implemented by a residential project, therefore this 
measure would be considered a supportive 
measure to other resident-based programs, such as 
the subsidized/discounted transit program. 

Implement a School Pool Program (2010 
Guidance TRT-10, 2021 Guidance T-41). A School 
Pool program would entail creating a ridesharing 

This measure is not included in the WRCOG 
guidance but was included at the request of the 
City. Implementation of a school pool by an 
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Measure Project Applicability 
program for school children and is generally 
implemented on a District-wide basis. 

individual development project would not be 
effective due to the limited number of potential 
school students utilizing the program. According to 
the 2021 CAPCOA guidance, school pool program 
would help match parents to transport students to 
private schools or to schools where students cannot 
walk or bike but do not meet the requirements for 
bussing. It should be noted that Mark Twain 
Elementary School and Martin Luther King High 
School are both located approximately ¼ mile 
from the project and are therefore within walking 
distance. While implementation of a School Pool 
Program has the potential to reduce VMT for 
residential projects, the 2021 CAPCOA guidance 
indicates School Pool programs as a supporting 
measure and does not provide a method for 
calculating the reduction in VMT for School Pool 
programs. 

Source: Appendix G. 
 
As detailed in Table 5.4-6, if the Project were to implement every VMT reduction strategy and 
achieve the maximum VMT reduction, then the VMT could be reduced by 24.9 percent. This 
calculation includes the maximum reductions for each sector, even if the calculated reduction is 
higher and reflects the limited effectiveness that some measures have in suburban areas. To mitigate 
the significant VMT impact, a reduction of 52 percent would be required. Because it is not possible 
to reduce the project’s VMT by more than 24.9 percent, the VMT impact would remain significant 
and unavoidable.  

Table 5.4-6: Potential VMT Reduction Strategies 

VMT Reduction Strategy 
Maximum 
Achievable 

VMT Reduction 

Feasible for 
Project 

Land Use/Location Strategies (Maximum Reduction 5%)1 
- Increase Diversity of Land Uses 0% Supportive 

Measure 
No 

Neighborhood Site Enhancements (Maximum Reduction 5%)1 
- Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements 5.7% Yes 
- Provide Traffic Calming Measures 0% Supportive 

Measure 
Yes 

Implement Car-Sharing Program 1.6% No 
Calculated VMT Reduction from Neighborhood Site Enhancements1 

- Transit System (Maximum Reduction 10%)1   
Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed 

- Commute Trip Reduction (Maximum Reduction 15%)1    
- Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules 4.5% No 
- Provide Ride-Sharing Programs 8.3% No 
- Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program 3.6% Yes 
- Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing 0% - Supportive 

Measure 
Yes 
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- Implement a School Pool Program 0% - Supportive 
Measure 

No 

Calculated VMT Reduction from Commute Trip Reduction1 15.6%  
Total VMT Reduction from All Subsectors  
(Assumes Maximum Reduction where Calculated Reduction is 
Greater)2 

 
24.9% 

 

Source: Appendix G. 
1 Maximum Reduction per Sector from CAPCOA. 
2 Per CAPCOA total VMT reduction for multiple strategies within same subsector is calculated using the equation:  
1-(1-A)*(1-B)*(1-C)... where A, B, C are equal to individual mitigation strategy reduction percentages. This equation is applied to 
measures within a sector as well as the totals across all sectors. When applied to the project, the calculation would be 1 - (1 - 
0.05)*(1 – 0.063)*(1 – 0.156) = 0.2487, or 24.9%. 
 
Not all strategies included in Table 5.4-6 would be applicable to the Project. However, the following VMT 
reduction strategies would be applicable to the Project: 
 
• Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements, 

• Provide Traffic Calming Measures, 

• Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program, and 

• Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing. 

Each of these strategies and anticipated VMT reductions are discussed further below. 
 
Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements: As a Project Design Feature, the project would construct 
sidewalks along all internal streets as well as along the project’s frontages on Wood Road, Krameria Avenue, 
and Lurin Avenue. The effectiveness of this measure was calculated using the methodology in the 2021 
CAPCOA guidance, which is based on the increase in sidewalks within the project area. The project would 
construct an additional 5,780 linear feet of sidewalk along Wood Road, Lurin Avenue, Krameria Avenue 
and within the Project. The increase in pedestrian connectivity to existing and planned commercial and 
residential uses in the area was calculated to have the potential to decrease in VMT by 4.6 percent, 
according to the CAPCOA calculation. This strategy is considered a project design feature and has not been 
included as mitigation. 
 
Provide Traffic Calming Measures: As a Project Design Feature, the location of the park and surrounding 
proposed street system has been designed to prohibit straight cut-through traffic and is designed to be 
traffic calming, as both left and right-turns are required to drive through the Project site. Although traffic 
calming would not result in a reduction in VMT, it is supportive to the pedestrian network improvements and 
would provide a more comfortable walking environment within the project site as well as connections to the 
off-site pedestrian network. This strategy is considered a project design feature and has not been included 
as mitigation. 
 
Mitigation Measure MM TR-1: Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program. To encourage use 
of transit and reduce the VMT per capita of the Project, the Project will implement a subsidized transit pass 
program. The Project applicant shall establish an account in the amount of $50,000, to be administered by 
the Homeowners Association (HOA) to provide free or reduced cost transit passes to Project residents for a 
period of at least 10 years from project occupancy. Implementation of the subsidized transit pass program 
by the HOA shall be included in the Project Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R’s), and the fund 
shall be established prior to occupancy of the first unit of the Project. The program shall provide up to $95 
for a Riverside Transit Agency monthly pass or up to $100 for a Metrolink monthly pass to qualified residents 
who request transit reimbursement from the HOA. Residents who participate in the subsidized transit pass 
program would also be eligible to receive reimbursement for use of a ride sharing service (i.e., Uber or Lyft) 
for an emergency ride home.  
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The HOA shall provide an annual report of the transit pass program that includes the number of 
reimbursement requests, the amount disbursed to residents, and the remaining amount in the transit pass 
account. If the program experiences low participation, the City shall have the discretion to direct the HOA 
to redirect the funds for implementation of another measure intended to reduce VMT by Project residents. 
Such measures could include, but are not limited to, offsite or onsite pedestrian, bicycle or transit 
improvements, funding toward a bikeshare station on or near the site, implementation of further traffic 
calming measures, or other feasible and implementable TDM measures.  
 
The subsidized transit pass program would be administered by the Project Homeowners Association (HOA) 
and would rely on a fund, established by the Project applicant, to purchase transit passes for Project 
residents. The amount required by the fund was determined using the Project’s projected population, the 
regional transit mode share and the cost of Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) and Metrolink monthly passes. 
The project is anticipated to generate a demand for 4.18 passes per month, or approximately 50 passes 
per year. The fund value is estimated using an average cost of transit pass of $100 (Current transit pass 
costs include $95 for RTA Commuter Link+Local or $100 for Metrolink). Over a 10-year period, the cost of 
transit passes would be $50,000. 
 
The calculation methodology for VMT reduction was referenced from the California Air Resources Board 
Quantification Methodology with input on trip lengths from Riverside Transit Authority (RTA). Based on a 
project VMT per capita of 19.0 (see Table 5.4-2), the calculated maximum VMT reduction assuming all 
transit trips would be on Commuterlink trips would be 3.6 percent. This strategy has been included as 
mitigation T-1. 
 
Mitigation Measure MM TR-2: Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing. As noted previously, a 
Commute Trip Reduction Marketing program is generally implemented by an employer and is intended to 
reduce commute trips through promotion of an employer’s commute trip reduction program (CTR). A 
residential project could, however, provide a CTR marketing program via information provided by the HOA 
and would educate residents about their travel choices beyond driving such as carpooling, transit, walking 
and bicycling. The Project HOA shall provide up to date travel information in a publicly accessible location, 
such as a website or on-site bulletin board. The CTR Marketing program shall provide information on the 
Subsidized Transit Pass program as well as other travel options such as transit routes and schedules, bikeway 
maps, and location of nearby bike and carshare stations. The information shall be reviewed and updated 
as needed and no less than every six months. This strategy has been included as mitigation T-2. 
 
As shown by Table 5.4-6, there would be four feasible VMT reduction strategies for consideration as part 
of the Project. As shown in Table 5.4-7, implementation of these four measures could result in a decrease in 
VMT of 8.1 percent. Additional feasible mitigation measures are not available for residential projects at this 
time, therefore, the project’s impact on VMT would remain significant and unavoidable. There is no feasible 
mitigation that would reduce the VMT/capita from 19.0 to below 9.18, a reduction of 52 percent.  
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Table 5.4-7: Calculated VMT Reduction with Project Mitigation 

 
 
It should be noted that given the City’s VMT screening thresholds and the size of the proposed Project (over 
10,000 square feet or 11 single-family residences), it is infeasible to develop and operate the Project site, 
consistent with the General Plan land use and zoning designations with fewer VMT related impacts. As a 
result, impacts related to VMT would be significant and unavoidable. 
 

IMPACT C:  WOULD THE PROJECT SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE HAZARDS DUE TO A GEOMETRIC 
DESIGN FEATURE (E.G., SHARPT CURVES OR DANGEROUS INTERSECTIONS) OR 
INCOMPATIBLE USES (E.G., FARM EQUIPMENT)? 

The Project includes development of single-family residences and open space recreation areas. The Project 
includes residential type uses and does not include any incompatible uses, such as farm equipment. The 
proposed Project would be accessed from one driveway on Krameria Avenue and Lurin Avenue that provide 
direct access to the onsite roadways.  
 
The Project would also not increase any hazards related to a geometric design feature. As shown on the 
conceptual site plan (Figure 3-5), the proposed onsite street system prohibits straight cut-through traffic and 
is designed to be traffic calming, as both left-turns and right-turns are required to drive through the site. All 
of the proposed improvements would be required to be installed in conformance with City design standards. 
The City’s construction permitting process includes review of Project site plans to ensure that no potentially 
hazardous transportation design features would be introduced by the Project. The internal circulation of the 
site would be consistent with similar developments in the City and would allow parking (driveway and on-
street) and access for residents. Building setbacks would be consistent with the development standards of the 

Formula Comments
Calculated 

Reduction in  
VMT (%)

T-18 Provide Pedestrian Network 
Improvement

A = ((C/B)-1)*D, Where B = Existing 
sidewalk length in study area, C = 
Sidewalk length in study area with 
measure, and D = Elasticity of household 
VMT with respect to the ratio of sidewalks-
to-streets (-0.05 constant)

Approximately 6,235 linear feet 
of existing sidewalks in RivTAM TAZ 
3574. Project would construct 
approximately 5,780 LF of 
sidewalk within project and along 
Wood Road, Lurin Avenue and 
Krameria Avenue.

4.6%

T-7 Implement Commute Trip Reduction 
Marketing

A = B * C * D, Where B = Percent of 
employees/residents eligible for program, 
C = Percent reduction in employee 
commute trips, D = Adjustment from Vehicle 
trips to VMT

Based on the formula, an employer 
Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) 
Marketing program could result in 
a 4% reduction in VMT. However, 
because no methodology exists to 
evaluate a CTR Marketing 
Program for a residential project, 
this measure is considered 
supportive to other measurable 
mitigation measures.

0.0%

T-9 Implement Subsidized or Discounted 
Transit Program

Formula provided in report text. 3.6%

3.6%

4.6%

8.1%
1 Per CAPCOA total VMT reduction for multiple strategies within same subsector is calculated using the equation: 1-(1-A)*(1-B)*(1-C)... where A, B, 
C are equal to individual mitigation strategy reduction percentages.

Neighborhood Design

Total VMT Reduction from Neighborhood Designs1

Total VMT Reduction from All Subsectors1

Mitigation Measure 
(Number corresponds to the 2021 CAPCOA 
Handbook)

Trip Reduction Programs (maximum reduction of 45% commute VMT)

Total VMT Reduction from Individual Trip Reduction Programs (T-7 & T-9)1
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PRD Permit and base zoning designations and would not block line of sight views for vehicles exiting the site 
onto Lurin Avenue and Krameria Avenue. Implementation of the proposed Project would not substantially 
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. As a result, impacts related to 
vehicular circulation design features would be less than significant. 

IMPACT D:  WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN INADEQUATE EMERGENCY ACCESS? 

 
Construction. The proposed construction activities, including equipment and supply staging and storage, 
would occur within and adjacent to the Project area and would not restrict access of emergency vehicles to 
the Project site or adjacent areas. The roadway improvements and installation of sidewalks and utilities could 
require the temporary closure of travel lanes, but full roadway closure and traffic detours are not expected 
to be necessary. In addition, construction activities would be required to implement measures to facilitate the 
passage of persons and vehicles through/around any required temporary road restrictions and ensure the 
safety of passage in accordance with Section 503 of the California Fire Code (Title 24, California Code of 
Regulations, Part 9), which would be ensured through the City’s permitting process. Thus, implementation of 
the Project through the City’s permitting process would ensure existing regulations are adhered to and would 
reduce potential construction related emergency access impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Operation. Operation of the proposed Project would also not result in an inadequate emergency access. 
Direct access to the Project site would be provided from Krameria Avenue and Lurin Avenue, which are 
adjacent to the Project site. The Project is required to design and construct internal access roads of sufficient 
size to accommodate emergency vehicles and provide fire suppression facilities (e.g., hydrants, fire sprinklers 
and fire-resistant construction materials) in conformance with the City Municipal Code and Section 503 of 
the California Fire Code (Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 9). Compliance with appropriate 
code specifications would be verified by the City’s Building and Safety Department during the construction 
and occupancy permitting process. Thus, potential impacts related to inadequate emergency access during 
Project operation would be less than significant. 

5.4.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  
The cumulative traffic study area for the proposed Project includes the TAZ where the Project is located 
because the RIVTAM modeling that determines impacts is based on the TAZ. As described previously, the 
proposed Project is consistent with the existing General Plan, and thus, would be consistent with the cumulative 
volume of anticipated traffic on the area roadways. In addition, the proposed Project also would not exceed 
the City’s 100 peak hour trip or 100 single-family residence tract screening criteria. Thus, cumulative LOS 
related General Plan policy consistency impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Cumulative impacts related to VMT are evaluated as part of the RIVTAM. As described previously, RIVTAM 
socioeconomic database provides cumulative (2040) scenarios to calculate Project VMT. As shown in in Table 
5.4-3, in the cumulative (2040) condition, the Project VMT per capita is approximately 89 percent higher 
than the threshold. Therefore, the Project would result in a cumulatively considerable significant impact. As 
detailed previously, VMT reducing measures, such as sidewalks and multipurpose trails are included in the 
Project; however, no feasible mitigation exists to reduce the cumulative (2040) VMT below the threshold. 
Therefore, cumulative VMT impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

5.4.8 CITY STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL   
The Project would include the following Project Design Features to ensure implementation and further 
reduction of Project VMT.  
 
• Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements: The project would construct an additional 5,780 linear 

feet of sidewalk along Wood Road, Lurin Avenue, Krameria Avenue and within the Project. 
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• Provide Traffic Calming Measures: The location of the park and surrounding proposed street system 
will be designed to prohibit straight cut-through traffic and provide traffic calming by requiring both 
left and right-turns to drive through the Project site. 

5.4.9 MITIGATION MEASURES  
MM T-1 Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program: The Project will implement a subsidized 

transit pass program. The Project applicant shall establish an account in the amount of $50,000, 
to be administered by the Homeowners Association (HOA) to provide free or reduced cost transit 
passes to Project residents for a period of at least 10 years from project occupancy. 
Implementation of the subsidized transit pass program by the HOA shall be included in the 
Project Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R’s), and the fund shall be established prior 
to occupancy of the first unit of the Project. The program shall provide up to $95 for a Riverside 
Transit Agency monthly pass or up to $100 for a Metrolink monthly pass to qualified residents 
who request transit reimbursement from the HOA. Residents who participate in the subsidized 
transit pass program would also be eligible to receive reimbursement for use of a ride sharing 
service (i.e., Uber or Lyft) for an emergency ride home. 

 
The HOA shall provide an annual report of the transit pass program that includes the number 
of reimbursement requests, the amount disbursed to residents, and the remaining amount in the 
transit pass account. If the program experiences low participation, the City shall have the 
discretion to direct the HOA to redirect the funds for implementation of another measure 
intended to reduce VMT by Project residents. Such measures could include, but are not limited 
to, offsite or onsite pedestrian, bicycle or transit improvements, funding toward a bikeshare 
station on or near the site, implementation of further traffic calming measures, or other feasible 
and implementable TDM measures. The subsidized transit pass program will be administered 
by the Project Homeowners Association (HOA) and would rely on a fund, established by the 
Project applicant, to purchase transit passes for Project residents.  

 
MM T-2 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing: The Project will implement a CTR marketing 

program via information provided by the HOA and will educate residents about their travel 
choices beyond driving such as carpooling, transit, walking and bicycling. The Project HOA shall 
provide up to date travel information in a publicly accessible location, such as a website or on-
site bulletin board. The CTR Marketing program shall provide information on the Subsidized 
Transit Pass program as well as other travel options such as transit routes and schedules, bikeway 
maps, and location of nearby bike and carshare stations. The information shall be reviewed and 
updated as needed and no less than every six months.  

5.4.10 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

As described above, no feasible mitigation measures are available. Table 5.4-6 details that feasible VMT 
reduction strategies include: 
• Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements, 

• Provide Traffic Calming Measures, 

• Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program, and 

• Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing. 
Implementation of these four strategies as part of the Project would have the potential to reduce VMT by a 
maximum of 8.1 percent. A reduction of 52 percent is required to reduce the Project’s VMT impacts to a less 
than significant level. There is no feasible mitigation that would reduce the VMT/Capita from 19.0 to below 
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the threshold of 9.18. Therefore, significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to VMT pursuant to 
Impact TR-2 would occur. 
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5.5 Tribal Cultural Resources 

5.5.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section addresses potential impacts to tribal cultural resources associated with implementation of the 
proposed Project. Information within this section is based upon data from the Phase I Cultural Resources 
Assessment that was prepared by Material Culture Consulting, Inc. (MCC 2021) (Appendix D), the 
Geotechnical Evaluation, prepared by Leighton and Associates, inc. (GEO 2021) (Appendix E), and project-
specific coordination and consultation with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the Project region. 

5.5.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

5.5.2.1 Federal Regulations 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The Federal Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act was passed in 1990 (NAGPRA) (25 
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.,) and requires federal agencies and institutions that receive federal funding to return 
Native American cultural items to their respective peoples. In addition, is establishes a program of federal 
grants to assist in the repatriation process and authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to assess civil penalties 
on museums that fail to comply. This act ensures that Native American human remains and cultural items be 
treated with respect and dignity. 

5.5.2.2 State Regulations 

California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (CalNAGPRA) was passed in in 
2001. The CalNAGPRA was passed with the intent to cover gaps in the federal NAGPRA specific to the 
State of California. In 2020, AB 275 was passed and signed to strengthen CalNAGPRA for non-federally 
recognized California Native American tribes and elevate the status of tribal traditional knowledge in 
determining cultural affiliation and identifying cultural items, among other changes to the law. CalNAGPRA 
runs concurrently with federal NAGPRA. 

California Assembly Bill 52 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) established a requirement under CEQA to consider “tribal cultural values, as well 
as scientific and archaeological values when determining impacts and mitigation.” Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Section 21074(a) defines “tribal cultural resources” (TCRs) as “[s]ites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe” that are 
either “[i]ncluded or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources” 
or “in a local register of historical resources.” Additionally, defined cultural landscapes, historical resources, 
and archaeological resources may be considered tribal cultural resources. PRC Section 21074(b), (c). The 
lead agency may also in its discretion treat a resource as a TCR if it is supported with substantial evidence. 
 
Projects for which a notice of preparation for a Draft EIR was filed on or after July 1, 2015 are required to 
have lead agencies offer California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 
project area consultation on CEQA documents prior to submitting an EIR in order to protect TCRs. PRC Section 
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21080.3.1(b) defines “consultation” as “the meaningful and timely process of seeking, discussing, and 
considering carefully the views of others, in a manner that is cognizant of all parties’ cultural values and, 
where feasible, seeking agreement.” Consultation must “be conducted in a way that is mutually respectful of 
each party’s sovereignty [and] recognize the tribes’ potential needs for confidentiality with respect to places 
that have traditional tribal cultural significance.” The consultation process is outlined as follows: 

1. California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area submit 
written requests to participate in consultations. 

2. Lead agencies are required to provide formal notice to the California Native American tribes that 
requested to participate within 14 days of the lead agency’s determination that an application 
package is complete or decision to undertake a project.  

3. California Native American tribes have 30 days from receipt of notification to request consultation 
on a project. 

4. Lead agencies initiate consultations within 30 days of receiving a California Native American tribe’s 
request for consultation on a project. 

5. Consultations are complete when the lead agencies and California Native tribes participating have 
agreed on measures to mitigate or avoid a significant impact on a TCR, or after a reasonable effort 
in good faith has been made and a party concludes that a mutual agreement cannot be reached 
(PRC Sections 21082.3(a), (b)(1)-(2); 21080.3.1(b)(1)). 

 
AB 52 requires that the CEQA document disclose significant impacts on TCRs and discuss feasible alternatives 
or mitigation to avoid or lessen an impact.  

California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 

This code requires that if human remains are discovered on a project site, disturbance of the site shall halt 
and remain halted until the coroner has conducted an investigation into the circumstances, manner, and cause 
of any death, and the recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human remains have 
been made to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative. If the 
coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority and recognizes or has reason to 
believe the human remains are those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 
hours, the Native American Heritage Commission. 
 
California Public Resources Code, Sections 5097.9 to 5097.991 

PRC Sections 5097.9 to 5097.991 provide protection to Native American historical and cultural resources 
and sacred sites and identify the powers and duties of the NAHC. These sections also require notification to 
descendants of discoveries of Native American human remains and provide for treatment and disposition of 
human remains and associated grave goods. 

City of Riverside General Plan  

The General Plan Historic Preservation Element and Land Use Element includes the following policies to 
reduce potential impacts to cultural resources:  

Historic Preservation 
Objective HP-4: To fully integrate the consideration of cultural resources as a major aspect of the City's 
planning, permitting and development activities. 
 
Policy HP-1.1: The City shall promote the preservation of cultural resources to ensure that citizens of Riverside 
have the opportunity to understand and appreciate the City’s unique heritage. 
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Policy HP-1.2: The City shall assume its direct responsibility for historic preservation by protecting and 
maintaining its publicly owned cultural resources. Such resources may include, but are not limited to, buildings, 
monuments, landscapes, and right-of-way improvements, such as retaining walls, granite curbs, entry 
monuments, light standards, street trees, and the scoring, dimensions, and patterns of sidewalks, driveways, 
curbs and gutters.  
 
Policy HP-1.3: The City shall protect sites of archaeological and paleontological significance and ensure 
compliance with all applicable State and Federal cultural resources protection and management laws in its 
planning and project review process.  

Policy HP-4.3: The City shall work with the appropriate tribe to identify and address, in a culturally 
appropriate manner, cultural resources and tribal sacred sites through the development review process.  
 
Land Use  
Policy LU-4.6: Ensure protection of prehistoric resources through consultations with the Native American 
tribe(s) identified by the Native American Heritage Commission pursuant to Government Code § 65352.3 
and as required by the California Environmental Quality Act.  

5.5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Native American Tribes  

The region that the Project is within has historically been situated between the Native American territories of 
the Cahuilla people and the Luiseño people. Migration of Shoshone peoples from the Great Basin into the 
desert and coastal Southern California regions occurred approximately 1000 to 600 years B.P. Both the 
Cahuilla and Luiseño ethnographic groups derived from this migration.  
 
Cahuilla 
The Cahuilla territory was bounded by the San Bernardino Mountains to the north, the Orocopia Mountains 
to the east, the Santa Ana River/the San Jacinto Plain and the eastern portion of Palomar Mountains to the 
west, and Borrego Springs and the Chocolate Mountains to the south (Bean 1978). The Project site falls within 
the western region of the tribe’s traditional territory, denoted by the San Gorgonio Pass. The Cahuilla existed 
within the most geographically diverse region, having exploited more than 500 native and non-native plants 
(Bean and Saubel 1972). The Cahuilla spoke a language that belongs to the Cupan group of the Takic 
subfamily of the Uto-Aztecan language family, a language family that includes the Shoshonean groups of 
the Great Basin (Bean and Shipek 1978).  
 
The prehistoric Cahuilla occupation is characterized by structures within permanent villages that ranged from 
small brush shelters to dome-shaped or rectangular dwellings. Villages were situated near water sources, in 
the canyons near springs, or on alluvial fans at man-made walk-in wells (Bean 1972). There appears to be 
slight difference in subsistence tools between the Desert, Pass, or Mountain Cahuilla groups. The Desert 
Cahuilla used deep, wooden mortars with a long pestle whereas San Gorgonio Pass Cahuilla utilized 
shallower mortars with basketry rims (Kroeber 1908: 40, 43). Cahuilla granaries were usually raised on 
pole platforms two to four feet high, which resembled birds’ nests, and were used to store mesquite (Kroeber 
1908: 42). 
 
In comparison with other Southern California tribes, the Cahuilla appear to have had a lower population 
density and a less rigid social structure. The Cahuilla are patrilineal, with closely related patrilineages that 
share an assumed common ancestor which is important socially and ceremonially (Hudlow 2007). The office 
of lineage leader, also known as a nét, directed subsistence activities, settled conflicts, represented the clan 
regionally and was responsible for correct performances of ceremonies, with the official role of the chief 
passed from father to eldest son (Bean 1978; Hudlow 2007).  
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Initial contact with European explorers with the Cahuilla most likely occurred during the expedition of Juan 
Bautista de Anza in 1777 (Napton and Greathouse 1982). The presence of the San Gabriel Mission in the 
early 1800s led to more contact via baptisms (Napton and Greathouse 1982). It also led to the Native 
Americans moving away from traditional habitation sites to separate themselves from the influence of the 
Mission (Brumgardt 1977). The Cahuilla traditions may have been relatively stable until mission secularization 
in 1834, due to the policy of the Catholic Mission fathers, or padres, to maintain imported European 
traditional style settlement and economic patterns (Bean and Shipek 1978).  After 1877, when the United 
States government established Indian reservations in the region and religious missionaries began conversion 
of the Native American populations in the region, traditional cultural practices were prohibited. Presently, 
the Cahuilla reside in nine separate reservations in Southern California, located in Imperial, Riverside and 
San Diego counties (Bean 1978). 
 
Luiseño 
The Spanish name Luiseño was used to identify Native Americans who were associated with the Mission San 
Luis Rey, with the Luiseño most likely had no known native term for their own nationality (Bean and Shipek 
1978).  Extensive research has been accumulated that gives detailed accounts of the Luiseño (DuBois 1908, 
Sparkman 1908, Kroeber 1976, White 1963, and Bean and Shipek 1978). At the time of these 
ethnographies, the Luiseño maintained a sophisticated political organization structure, and their lands 
extended from western San Jacinto to the Pacific Ocean along several major waterways, including Temecula, 
Santa Margarita, and San Luis Rey Rivers (Bean and Shipek 1978). Neighboring tribes included the Cahuilla 
to the east, the Serrano to the north, and the Gabrielino to the west. Each of these groups are part of the 
same Uto-Aztecan linguistic group and are Takic-speakers. The boundaries for territories fluctuate as new 
information evolves in ethnographic research, so there is a likelihood that there was quite a bit of overlap 
between groups over time as well.  
 
The Luiseño organized themselves according to family groups or lineages, rather than forming exogamous 
moieties. Each lineage occupied land that they held in common, and they lived socially and politically 
separately from others (Bean and Shipek 1978). They typically resided in villages near reliable water 
sources and maintained special purpose camps close to the main villages. In the springtime, families would 
replenish food supplies by gathering local fruit, seeds, bulbs and roots. In the fall, families would move into 
the upland areas to gather acorns, prickly pear, toyon berries, and yucca. The Luiseño territory contained 
several species of oak that produced edible acorns. Acorns were stored and processed as needed by 
breaking the shell, grinding the meat into a powder, and leaching the tannic acid from the nut by using 
water. A porridge was made from the leached nuts and cooked with water using hot stones in baskets. The 
Luiseño used a wide variety of tools, including manos and metates, bone and shell fish hooks, stone and shell 
ornaments, bone awls, wooden throwing sticks, hammer stones, handstones, pestles, mortars, and drills, which 
are evident in late Prehistoric archaeological sites. Presently, there are six federally recognized Luiseño 
tribes with associated reservations within Southern California. 
 
Known Local Resources 

The records search of the California Historic Resources Inventory System that was conducted for the Project 
listed 28 previously identified bedrock milling features within 1-mile radius of the Project site. Nine of these 
were located within between 0.25 to 0.5 mile from the Project site. None of the previously recorded resources 
are located within the Project site. 

Project Site Soils and Ground Disturbances 

The Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment includes a review of historical aerial photographs and maps that 
show that the Project site was heavily disturbed through use as an agricultural field, including citrus groves, 
during from the early 1900s through the early 1990s, and mowing or disking as rows are present. Current 
disking by machinery was evident and overturned soil was observed during the cultural resources field survey 
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conducted on the site. In addition, a residence was developed at the southeastern portion of the Project site, 
which still exists.  

The Geotechnical Evaluation that was prepared for the Project describes that the site is underlain by 2 to 4 
feet of alluvial soils that overlie granitic bedrock. Thus, potential tribal cultural resources would be limited to 
2 to 4 feet below the surface.  

5.5.4 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Appendix G of State CEQA Guidelines indicates that a project could have a significant effect if it were to 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe, and that is: 

Threshold A:    Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
5020.1(k); or 

Threshold B:    A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, that considers the significance of the 
resource to a California Native American tribe. 

5.5.5 METHODOLOGY 

Records Searches 

On January 20, 2021, a record search request was submitted to the California Historical Resource 
Information System (CHRIS) from the Eastern Information Center (EIC), located on the campus of University 
of California, Riverside. The CHRIS search included areas within 1-mile of the Project site and included a 
review of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), the California Points of Historical Interest list, the California Historical Landmarks list, the 
Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility list, and the California State Inventory of Historic Resources.  

A Sacred Lands File search was requested from the NAHC on January 19, 2021. The NAHC responded on 
February 3, 2021, stating that there are no known/known sacred lands within 0.5 mile of the Project area, 
and requested that 21 Native American individuals be contacted for further information regarding the 
general area vicinity. Pursuant to the NAHC request, on February 9, 2021, letters were sent to the 21 Native 
American tribes that may have knowledge regarding tribal cultural resources in the Project vicinity. The 
following five responses were received.  

• On February 22, 2021, an email was received from the Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation 
stating that the Tribe has no comments on this Project and defers to the more local Tribes and support 
their decisions on the Project. 

• On February 26, 2021, an email was received from the Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians expressing 
concerns that that the Project may impact tangible Tribal Cultural Resource and recommended 
conducting an archaeological/cultural resources study with an archeological record search and 
complete intensive survey of the property. Additionally, the tribe requested that a professional 
Tribal monitor to accompany the archaeologist during the survey.  The Rincon Band further requests 
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to consult directly with the lead agency regarding Project impacts to cultural resources.  The tribe 
was informed via email on March 2, 2021, and via phone call on March 3, 2021, that a pedestrian 
survey would be conducted on March 4, 2021, and no response was received.   

• On March 10, 2021, an email was received from the Cahuilla Band of Indians that stated the Project 
is within Traditional Use Lands and the tribe requests a monitor present during all ground disturbance 
activities.  

• On March 12, 2021, the Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians sent an email stating that the 
Project is located within Traditional Use Area and requested a cultural resources inventory of the 
site by a qualified archaeologist prior to any development activities in this area, a copy of the 
records search with associated survey reports and site records from the information center and 
copies of any cultural resource documentation (report and site records) generated in connection with 
this Project.  

• On March 12, 2021, the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians sent an email with an attachment 
stating that the tribe is unaware of specific cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed 
Project; however, in the event that any cultural resources are discovered during the development of 
the Project to contact the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians immediately for further 
evaluation. 

 
AB 52 Compliance 
In compliance with AB 52, on June 3, 2021, the City sent letters to the following Native American tribes that 
may have knowledge regarding tribal cultural resources in the Project vicinity. 

• Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
• Cahuilla Band of Indians 
• Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
• Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
• Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians 
• Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (2 contacts) 
• San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
• San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
• Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 

Responses were received from the following three tribes: Pechanga Band of Luiseño Mission Indians, the San 
Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians. The San Manuel Band of Mission 
Indians responded on June 7, 2021; and did not express concerns about the Project. The Pechanga Band of 
Luiseño Mission Indians responded on June 16, 2021, and the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians responded on 
June 22, 2021, both of which requested consultation. 
 
City consultation with the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians occurred on June 29, 2021. The Tribe requested 
tribal and archaeological monitoring due to resources found in the general area outside the Project site. The 
City consultation with the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Mission Indians occurred on July 22, 2021. During this 
consultation, the Tribe described the potential of the Project vicinity to contain tribal cultural resources and 
requested mitigation be implemented to reduce the potential for impacts. On June 1, 2022, the City 
responded by providing the revised Cultural Resources Assessment, proposed tentative tract map showing 
an onsite location for potential reburial, and a memo outlining the mitigation measures, and requested a 
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response by June 15, 2022. The City sent follow up emails on June 14, 2022, June 28, 2022, and July 7, 
2022 to the requesting a response by July 14, 2022 to the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Mission Indians.  No 
response was received. Thus, the City determined that a good faith effort had been made and closed the 
AB 52 consultation in accordance with PRC Section 21082.3 on July 14, 2022.  

Field Survey 

An archaeological survey was conducted of the Project site on March 4, 2021. The survey consisted of 
walking in parallel transects spaced at approximately 5- to 10-meter intervals, while closely inspecting the 
ground surface. All undeveloped ground surface areas within the ground disturbance portion of the Project 
site were examined for artifacts (e.g., flaked stone tools, tool-making debris, stone milling tools or fire-
affected rock), soil discoloration that might indicate the presence of a cultural midden, soil depressions and 
features indicative of the former presence of structures or buildings (e.g., postholes, foundations), or historic-
era debris (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics). Existing ground disturbances (e.g,. cutbanks, ditches, animal burrows, 
etc.) were visually inspected. Representative photographs were taken and are included in Appendix D). 

5.5.6 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  
IMPACT A:  WOULD THE PROJECT CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE 

SIGNIFICANCE OF A TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCE THAT IS LISTED OR ELIGIBLE FOR 
LISTING IN THE CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES, OR IN A LOCAL 
REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES AS DEFINED IN PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE 
SECTION 5020.1(K)?   

 
The Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment identified 28 bedrock milling features within 1-mile of the Project 
site. Nine of the bedrock milling features are located within 0.25-mile to 0.5-mile of the Project site. 
 
The Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment includes a review of historical aerial photographs and maps that 
show that the Project site was heavily disturbed through use as an agricultural field, including citrus groves, 
during from the early 1900s through the early 1990s, when mowing or disking as rows are present. In 
addition, a residence is located at the southeastern portion of the Project site. Consistent with these past uses, 
the field survey identified piles of cut trees in the northernmost portion of the site and remnants of a modern 
irrigation system, along with multiple dirt roads. The Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment determined that 
the modification and disturbance associated with the prior agricultural uses within the Project area has 
eradicated any near-surface record of tribal cultural resources. However, it is possible that tribal cultural 
resources underneath near-surface soils could be uncovered and impacted during earthmoving activities. As 
described in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project would excavate onsite soils as part of 
Project construction.  
 
The Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment determined that the site has a low to moderate potential for 
archaeological resources. Also, as described previously, two Native American tribes (the Rincon Band of 
Luiseño Indians and the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Mission Indians) identified the potential of resources being 
located within the Project region and requested tribal and archaeological monitoring occur during project 
excavation. The Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment and the tribal consultations did not identify any tribal 
cultural resources on the site. However, due to the number of previously identified bedrock milling features 
within 1-mile of the site it is possible that tribal cultural resources exist on the site. Thus, to avoid a potential 
adverse effect to tribal cultural resources, Mitigation Measure MM CUL-1 has been included to require that 
a qualified archaeologist monitor initial ground-disturbance activities. In addition, Mitigation Measures MM 
CUL-2 through MM CUL-5 require Native American coordination of Project plans, treatments of any 
uncovered resources, and a pre-grading cultural resources sensitivity training for construction personnel 
implementation of protocols in the event a potential tribal cultural resource is uncovered. Therefore, potential 
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impacts related to tribal cultural resource that are listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or other register of historical resources would be less than significant with mitigation. 

IMPACT B:  WOULD THE PROJECT CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE 
SIGNIFICANCE OF A RESOURCE DETERMINED BY THE LEAD AGENCY, IN ITS 
DISCRETION AND SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE, TO BE SIGNIFICANT 
PURSUANT TO CRITERIA SET FORTH IN SUBDIVISION (C) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES 
CODE SECTION 5024.1, THAT CONSIDERS THE SIGNIFCANCE OF THE RESOURCES TO 
A CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBE?  

 
As described in the previous response, the Project site has been heavily disturbed to substantial depths. 
Although no evidence exists that tribal cultural resources are present in the Project site, it is possible that 
tribal cultural resources exist underneath near-surface soils and could be uncovered and impacted during 
earthmoving activities. Thus, the Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment determined that the site has a low to 
moderate potential for archaeological resources. In addition, the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians and the 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Mission Indians stated that there is potential of resources being located within the 
Project region and requested tribal and archaeological monitoring occur during Project excavation.  

Therefore, to avoid a potential adverse effect to tribal cultural resources, Mitigation Measure MM CUL-1 
has been included to require that a qualified archaeologist monitor initial ground-disturbance activities. In 
addition, Mitigation Measures MM CUL-2 through MM CUL-5 require Native American coordination of 
Project plans, treatments of any uncovered resources, and a pre-grading cultural resources sensitivity training 
for construction personnel implementation of protocols in the event a potential tribal cultural resource is 
uncovered. 

Also, California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are discovered in 
the Project site, disturbance of the site shall halt and remain halted until the coroner has conducted an 
investigation. If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she shall 
contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native American Heritage Commission. Therefore, with 
implementation of the prescribed mitigation and the existing regulations, impacts to TCRs would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

5.5.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The cumulative study area for tribal cultural resources includes the southern California region, which contains 
the same general tribal historic setting, as detailed previously in Section 5.5.3, Environmental Setting. Other 
projects in the vicinity of the Project would involve ground disturbances that could reveal or impact buried 
TCRs.  
 
Cumulative impacts to TCRs would be reduced by compliance with applicable regulations and consultations 
required by AB 52. As described above, the Project site and vicinity is not known to contain TCRs; however, 
Mitigation Measures MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-5 would be implemented to ensure that impacts would not 
occur in the case of an inadvertent discovery of a potential TCR. These mitigation measures would provide 
that the Project would not contribute to a cumulative loss of TCRs. Therefore, cumulatively considerable 
impacts would be less than significant. 
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5.5.8 CITY STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Condition of Approval: Discovery of Human Remains. In the event that human remains (or remains that 
may be human) are discovered at the Project site during grading or earthmoving, the construction contractors, 
Project Archaeologist, and/or designated Native American Monitor shall immediately stop all activities within 
100 feet of the find. The Project proponent shall then inform the Riverside County Coroner and the City of 
Riverside Community & Economic Development Department immediately, and the coroner shall be permitted 
to examine the remains as required by California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b) unless more 
current State law requirements are in effect at the time of the discovery. Section 7050.5 requires that 
excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can determine whether 
the remains are those of a Native American. If human remains are determined as those of Native American 
origin, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted within the period specified by law (24 
hours). The coroner shall contact the NAHC to determine the most likely descendant(s). The MLD shall complete 
his or her inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being 
granted access to the site. The Disposition of the remains shall be overseen by the most likely descendant(s) 
to determine the most appropriate means of treating the human remains and any associated grave artifacts. 
 
The specific locations of Native American burials and reburials will be proprietary and not disclosed to the 
general public. The County Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission in accordance with 
California Public Resources Code 5097.98. 
 
According to California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one location constitute a 
cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony (Section 7052). The 
disposition of the remains shall be determined in consultation between the Project proponent and the MLD. 
In the event that the Project proponent and the MLD are in disagreement regarding the disposition of the 
remains, State law will apply and the median and decision process will occur with the NAHC (see Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98(e) and 5097.94(k)). 

5.5.9 MITIGATION MEASURES 
MM CUL-1: Archaeological Monitoring. (See Section 5.2, Cultural Resources for text).  

MM CUL-2: Native American Coordination. (See Section 5.2, Cultural Resources for text).  

MM CUL-3: Native American Monitor: (See Section 5.2, Cultural Resources for text).  

MM CUL-4: Treatment and Disposition of Cultural Resources. (See Section 5.2, Cultural Resources for text).  

MM CUL-5: Cultural Sensitivity Training. (See Section 5.2, Cultural Resources for text).  
 

5.5.10 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 
The mitigation measure and existing regulatory programs described previously would reduce potential 
impacts associated with TCRs to a level that is less than significant. Therefore, no significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts related to TCRs would occur. 
 

REFERENCES 
Geotechnical Evaluation, prepared by Leighton and Associates, inc. (GEO 2021) (Appendix E). 

Phase I Cultural Resources, prepared by Material Culture Consulting, Inc. (MCC 2021) (Appendix D). 
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5.6 Mandatory Findings of Significance and 
Other CEQA Topics 
5.6.1 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS   
Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to describe “any significant impacts, including 
those which can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance.” Potential significant environmental 
effects of the proposed Project and mitigation measures are discussed in detail in Chapter 5 of this EIR.  

Transportation 

As detailed, in Section 5.4, Transportation, in the baseline condition, the Project VMT per capita would be 
more than double the threshold; and in the cumulative condition, the Project VMT per capita would be 
approximately 89 percent higher than the threshold. Feasible measures that are proposed as part of the 
Project would have a limited reduction in the Project’s VMT to a maximum of 8.1 percent. A reduction of 52 
percent is required to reduce the Project’s VMT impacts to a less than significant level. There is no feasible 
mitigation that would reduce the VMT/Capita to below the City’s threshold. Furthermore, the City of Riverside 
currently does not have a mitigation bank where payments can be made for funding of improvement projects 
to reduce cumulative VMT impacts. Therefore, impacts related to VMT would be significant and unavoidable 
in both the baseline and cumulative condition. 

It should be noted that given the City’s VMT screening thresholds and the size of the proposed Project (over 
10,000 square feet or 11 single-family residences), it is infeasible to develop and operate the Project site, 
consistent with the General Plan land use and zoning designations with fewer VMT related impacts. 

5.6.2 GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

This section analyzes the growth inducement potential of the proposed Project and the associated secondary 
effects of growth the Project might permit. As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), an EIR must:  

“Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, 
or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population 
growth (a major expansion of a recycled water plant might, for example, allow for more 
construction in service areas). Increases in the population may tax existing community service 
facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental 
effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate 
other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or 
cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, 
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”  

Thus, based on CEQA, a project could have a direct effect on population growth, for example, if it would 
involve construction of substantial new housing. A project could also have indirect growth-inducement 
potential if it would:  

• Establish substantial new permanent employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial, 
governmental, or other employment-generating enterprises) or otherwise stimulate economic activity 
such that is would result in the need for additional housing, businesses, and services to support 
increased economic activities;  
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• Remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the construction or extension of major infrastructure 
facilities that do not presently exist in the project area, or would add substantial capacity that could 
accommodate additional unplanned growth; 

• Remove obstacles to growth through changes in existing regulations pertaining to land development; 

• Result in the need to expand one or more public service facilities to maintain desired levels of 
service; or 

• Involve some other action that could encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly 
affect the environment. 

 
As CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) states that growth-inducing effects are not to be construed as 
necessarily beneficial, detrimental or of little significance to the environment; the following information is 
provided as additional information on ways in which the proposed Project could contribute to significant 
changes in the environment beyond the direct consequences of developing the land use concepts examined 
in the preceding sections of this EIR. 
 
Establish substantial new permanent employment opportunities or otherwise stimulate economic 
activity such that is would result in the need for additional housing, businesses, and services to support 
increased economic activities 

The proposed Project would develop the Project site to provide single-family residential units and would not 
establish new permanent employment opportunities. In addition, as detailed in Section 14, Population and 
Housing of the Initial Study (Appendix A), the proposed Project would result in an overall density of 5.07 
du/acre, which is consistent and within the General Plan land use densities for the Project site. Therefore, the 
residential development that would occur by the proposed Project is consistent with planned growth. Thus, 
the Project would not result in unplanned population that could result in stimulating the economy, and the 
economic effects of the proposed Project would not result in the need for additional development that could 
result in a substantial impact on the environment. 

 
Remove Obstacles to Growth, e.g., Through the Construction Or Extension of Major Infrastructure 
Facilities that do not Presently Exist in the Project Area or Would Add Substantial Capacity that Could 
Accommodate Additional Unplanned Growth. 

The elimination of a physical obstacle to growth is considered to be a growth inducing impact. A physical 
obstacle to growth typically involves the lack of public service infrastructure. The proposed Project would 
induce growth if it would provide public services or infrastructure with excess capacity to serve lands that 
would otherwise not be developable or to expand the development potential of redevelopment areas. 

The proposed Project would develop onsite infrastructure to serve the proposed single-family residences. 
New 8-inch water and sewer lines would be located within each of the residential streets and serve each of 
the proposed residences. The new onsite water lines would connect to the existing 12-inch water line in Wood 
Road and the existing 8-inch and 24-inch lines Krameria Avenue. The new onsite sewer lines would connect 
to the existing 8-inch sewer line in Lurin Avenue. The Project would not extend or expand the capacity of the 
offsite system and would not provide for additional off-site capacity. 

In addition, the Project would install an onsite stormwater drainage system that would convey runoff to catch 
basins that would convey flows to proposed two bioretention basins that would treat and infiltrate runoff. 
The remaining limited runoff would discharge runoff to the existing storm drain line within Wood Road. As 
detailed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Initial Study (Appendix A) the onsite drainage 
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system has been designed to accommodate runoff from the Project site, and the Project would not result in 
the need for new or expanded offsite stormwater drainage infrastructure. Thus, no additional offsite 
drainage capacity would occur from implementation of the Project.  

The Project would also connect to existing electric power, natural gas, and telecommunication facilities that 
exist in the adjacent rights-of-way. Therefore, the Project would not result in expansion of electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunication facilities, and no additional capacity of these utilities would occur. Overall, 
the proposed Project would install new infrastructure on the site that would connect to the existing off-site 
systems. The new onsite infrastructure would not provide additional capacity beyond what is needed to serve 
the proposed Project. Therefore, infrastructure improvements would not result in significant growth inducing 
impacts. 

Remove Obstacles to Growth Through Changes in Existing Regulations Pertaining to Land Development 

A project could directly induce growth if it would remove barriers to population growth such as change to a 
jurisdictions general plan and zoning code, which allows new development to occur in underutilized areas. 
The proposed Project is consistent with the existing General Plan land use designations for the site. The 
Project site has a General Plan land use designation of LDR – Low Density Residential, which allows up to 
6.0 dwelling units per acre with a Planned Residential Development (PRD) permit, and MDR – Medium Density 
Residential, which allows up to 8.0 dwelling units per acre, with a PRD permit. The proposed Project is 
requesting a PRD permit to develop 96 single-family residences on the 18.92-acre site, which would result 
in 5.07 single-family dwelling units per gross acre, which would be consistent with the existing General Plan 
land use designations for the Project site, and regulations related to land development would not be changed 
by implementation of the proposed Project, and impacts would not occur.  
 
A portion of the Project site is within Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7. Therefore, the Project would 
require Agricultural Preserve Diminishment (AP) to diminish Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7 prior to 
development of the site with residential land uses. Upon diminishment of the agricultural preserve, the site 
would become R-1-13000 and R-1-8500 zoning, as provided within the Orangecrest Specific Plan. 
 
In addition, the General Plan Land Use Table LU-3 assumes an average household size of 3. Based on the 
General Plan assumption, the 96 proposed single-family residences would result in a population of 288 
residents. The California Department of Finance estimates that in January 2020, the City of Riverside had a 
population of 328,155 and 101,414 housing units. The proposed Project would result in a 0.09 percent 
increase in both residents and housing units in the city, which is not substantial growth.  
 
Result in the Need to Expand One or More Public Service Facilities to Maintain Desired Levels of Service 

The proposed Project is expected to incrementally increase the demand for fire protection and emergency 
response, police protection, and school services. However, as described in Initial Study Section 15, Public 
Services, the proposed Project would not require development of additional facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities to maintain existing levels of service. Based on service ratios and buildout projections, the proposed 
Project would not create a demand for services beyond the capacity of existing facilities. Therefore, an 
indirect growth inducing impact as a result of expanded or new public facilities that could support other 
development in addition to the proposed Project would not occur. The proposed Project would not have 
significant growth inducing consequences that would require the need to expand public services to maintain 
desired levels of service. 
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Involve Some Other Action that Could Encourage and Facilitate Other Activities that Could Significantly 
Affect the Environment 

The proposed Project does not involve any other action or activity that could significantly affect the 
environment. The Project would be implemented in compliance with the existing General Plan, Orangecrest 
Specific Plan, and municipal code. The proposed Project does not propose changes to any of the City’s 
building safety standards (i.e., building, grading, plumbing, mechanical, electrical, or fire codes). The Project 
would comply with all applicable City plans, policies, and ordinances. In addition, Project features and 
mitigation measures have been identified within this EIR to ensure that the Project minimizes environmental 
impacts. Thus, the Project would not involve any precedent-setting action that could encourage and facilitate 
other activities that significantly affect the environment. 
 
Environmental Impacts of Induced Growth 

All physical environmental effects from construction of development of the proposed Project has been 
analyzed in this EIR and the Initial Study that is included as Appendix A. For example, activities such as 
excavation, grading, and construction as required for the proposed residential development were analyzed 
in the Initial Study, and mitigation would be implemented to ensure that impacts related to construction and 
operation would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed Project has been analyzed and would be 
adequately mitigated either through implementation of existing regulations and/or mitigation measures 
contained within Chapter 5 of this EIR.  

5.6.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE EFFECTS  
State CEQA Guidelines require the EIR to consider whether “uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial 
and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes 
removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely…. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents 
associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)). “Nonrenewable resource” refers to 
the physical features of the natural environment, such as land, waterways, mineral resources, etc. These 
irreversible environmental changes may include current or future uses of non-renewable resources, and 
secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future generations to similar uses.  

Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if:  

• The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar uses;  
• The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources;  
• The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 

environmental accidents associated with the project; or  
• The proposed irretrievable commitments of nonrenewable resources is not justified (e.g., the project 

involves the wasteful use of energy).  

The proposed Project would result in or contribute to the following irreversible environmental changes:  

• Lands in the Project site would be committed to single-family residential uses once the proposed 
buildings are constructed. Secondary effects associated with this irreversible commitment of land 
resources include: 

o Changes in views associated with construction of the new buildings and associated 
development (see Initial Study Section 1, Aesthetics). 

o Increased traffic on area roadways (see Section 5.1 Transportation). 
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o Emissions of air pollutants associated with Project construction and operation (see Initial 
Study Section 3, Air Quality).  

o Consumption of non-renewable energy associated with construction and operation of the 
proposed Project due to the use of automobiles, lighting, heating, and cooling systems, 
appliances (see Initial Study Section 6, Energy). 

o Increased ambient noise associated with an increase in activities and traffic from the Project 
(see Initial Study Section 13, Noise).  

• Construction of the proposed Project as described in Section 3.0, Project Description, would require 
the use of energy produced from non-renewable resources and construction materials. 

In regard to energy usage from the proposed Project, as demonstrated in the analyses contained in the 
Initial Study Section 6, Energy, the proposed Project would not involve wasteful or unjustifiable use of non-
renewable resources, and conservation efforts would be enforced during construction and operation of 
proposed development through the City’s permitting process. The proposed development would incorporate 
energy-generating and conserving project design features, including those required by the California 
Building Code, California Energy Code Title 24, which specify green building standards for new 
developments.  
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City of Riverside General Plan. Accessible: https://riversideca.gov/cedd/planning/city-plans/general-
plan-0 
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the State, 2020. Accessible: http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5 
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6.0 Alternatives 
 
This section addresses alternatives to the proposed Project and describes the rationale for including them in 
the EIR. The section also discusses the environmental impacts associated with each alternative and compares 
the relative impacts of each alternative to those of the proposed Project. In addition, this section describes 
the extent to which each alternative meets the Project objectives. 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 
The identification and analysis of alternatives to a project is a fundamental part of the environmental review 
process pursuant to CEQA. Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21002.1(a) establishes the need to address 
alternatives in an EIR by stating that in addition to determining a project’s significant environmental impacts 
and indicating potential means of mitigating or avoiding those impacts, “the purpose of an environmental 
impact report is . . . to identify alternatives to the project.”  
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives 
to the proposed Project or to the Project’s location that would feasibly avoid or lessen its significant 
environmental impacts while attaining most of the proposed Project’s objectives. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(b) emphasizes that the selection of project alternatives be based primarily on the ability to reduce 
impacts relative to the proposed project. In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires the 
identification and evaluation of an “Environmentally Superior Alternative.” 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), discussion of each alternative presented in this EIR Section 
is intended “to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” As 
permitted by CEQA, the significant effects of each alternative are discussed in less detail than those of the 
proposed Project, but in enough detail to provide perspective and allow for a reasoned choice among 
alternatives to the proposed Project. 
 
In addition, the “range of alternatives” to be evaluated is governed by the “rule of reason” and feasibility, 
which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives that are feasible and necessary to permit an 
informed and reasoned choice by the lead agency and to foster meaningful public participation (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). CEQA generally defines “feasible” to mean an alternative that is capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors and other considerations (CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15091(a)(3), 15364). 
 
Based on the CEQA requirements described above, the alternatives addressed in this EIR were selected in 
consideration of one or more of the following factors: 

• The extent to which the alternative could avoid or substantially lessen any of the identified significant 
environmental effects of the proposed Project; 

• The extent to which the alternative could accomplish the objectives of the proposed Project; 

• The potential feasibility of the alternative; 

• The appropriateness of the alternative in contributing to a “reasonable range” of alternatives that 
would allow an informed comparison of relative advantages and disadvantages of the proposed 
Project and potential alternatives to it; and 
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• The requirement of the CEQA Guidelines to consider a “no project” alternative; and to identify an 
“environmentally superior” alternative in addition to the no project alternative (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)). 

 
Neither the CEQA statute, the CEQA Guidelines, nor recent court cases specify a specific number of 
alternatives to be evaluated in an EIR. Rather, “the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by 
the rule of reason that sets forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice” (CEQA 
Guidelines 15126(f)). 

6.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
CEQA requires the alternatives selected for comparison in an EIR to avoid or substantially lessen one or more 
significant effects of the project being evaluated. In order to identify alternatives that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the identified significant environmental effects of implementation of the proposed 
Project, the significant impacts must be considered, although it is recognized that alternatives aimed at 
reducing the significant and unavoidable impacts would also avoid or reduce impacts that were found to be 
less than significant or reduced to below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures.  
The analysis in Chapter 5 of this EIR determined that impacts related to the following would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
Transportation  
As detailed, in Section 5.4, Transportation, in the baseline condition, the Project VMT per capita would be 
more than double the threshold; and in the cumulative condition, the Project VMT per capita would be 
approximately 89 percent higher than the threshold. Feasible measures that are proposed as part of the 
Project would have a limited reduction in the Project’s VMT to a maximum of 8.1 percent. A VMT reduction 
of 52 percent would be required to reduce the Project’s VMT impacts to a less than significant level. While 
VMT could be reduced with Project Design Features and Mitigation Measure MM TR-1 and MM TR-2, there 
is no feasible mitigation that would reduce the VMT/Capita to below the City’s significance threshold. 
Furthermore, the City of Riverside currently does not have a mitigation bank where payments can be made 
for funding of improvement projects to reduce cumulative VMT impacts. Therefore, impacts related to VMT 
would be significant and unavoidable in both the baseline and cumulative condition. 

It should be noted that given the City’s VMT screening thresholds and the size of the proposed Project (over 
10,000 square feet or 11 single-family residences), it is infeasible to develop and operate the Project site, 
consistent with the General Plan land use and zoning designations with less than significant VMT related 
impacts. 

6.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The following objectives have been identified in order to aid decision makers in their review of the proposed 
Project and its associated environmental impacts. 

• Provide high quality residential development that is consistent with the General Plan, Orangecrest 
Specific Plan, and zoning code.  

• Implement the residential provisions of the Specific Orangecrest Specific Plan Overlay  intended 
to take effect upon diminishment of Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7 on the site.  

• Establish a well‐planned community that provides visual and functional compatibility with adjacent 
residential neighborhoods.  
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• Create a walkable and bikeable environment near existing bus routes. 

• Provide housing to assist the City in meeting its Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) as 
identified by Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and assist in reducing the 
housing shortage in southern California. 

• Provide housing in areas that have family services, such as schools. 

6.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR must briefly describe the rationale for selection and 
rejection of alternatives. The lead agency may make an initial determination as to which alternatives are 
potentially feasible and, therefore, merit in-depth consideration, and which are infeasible and need not be 
considered further. Alternatives that are remote or speculative, or the effects of which cannot be reasonably 
predicted, need not be considered (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), (f)(3)). This section identifies 
alternatives considered by the lead agency but rejected as infeasible and provides a brief explanation of 
the reasons for their exclusion. Alternatives may be eliminated from detailed consideration in the EIR if they 
fail to meet most of the project objectives, are infeasible, or do not avoid any significant environmental 
effects.  

• Eleven Residences Alternative: An alternate that would develop the site with 11 single-family 
residences was eliminated from further consideration. As described in Section 5.1, Transportation, 
development projects that generate fewer than 110 daily vehicle trips, which equates to 11 single-
family residences, would have a less than significant impact on VMT. Therefore, an 11 single-family 
residential project would eliminate the significant and unavoidable transportation impact that would 
result from the proposed Project. The Project site has a General Plan land use designations of MDR-
Medium Density Residential, which allows up to 6.2 units per acre, or 8 units per acre with a Planned 
Residential Development (PRD); and LDR-Low Density Residential that allows up to 4.1 units per acre 
or 6 units per acre with a PRD. Neither the MDR nor the LDR land use designations have a density 
minimum. However, the General Plan Land Use Element (Table LU-3) provides that the typical 
dwelling unit per acre for MDR designated areas is 5.5 units per acre and the typical dwelling unit 
per acre for LDR designated areas is 3 units per acre. While the Project site does not have an 
applicable minimum density requirement, the intent of the General Plan was for the site to be built 
out according to the typical density seen for the LDR and MDR land use designations identified in 
Table LU-3, otherwise, if lower density land use designations would have been assigned to facilitate 
lower density development. Therefore, the 11 single-family residences alternative would not meet 
the intention of the City’s General Plan Land Use Element. 

Development of the 18.92-acre project site with 11 single-family residences would result in 1.72 
dwelling units per acre, which is far below the General Plan land use designation densities for the 
Project site. Thus, this alternative would not be consistent with the existing General Plan designations 
for the site, and it would not be consistent with the Orangecrest Specific Plan designations for the 
site that provide for development consistent with of R-1-13000 and R-1-8500 residential zones. 
Further, the City’s General Plan Draft Housing Element includes Program HE-5-2-Zoning Code 
Amendments, which calls for incentivizing building the maximum number of homes allowed for a 
given site to further the City’s housing policies and increase the City’s housing stock. Therefore, the 
Eleven Residences Alternative would not be consistent with the City’s intent for the Project site and 
was rejected from further consideration. 
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6.5 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 
Two alternatives to the proposed Project have been identified for further analysis as representing a 
reasonable range of alternatives that attain most of the objectives of the Project, may avoid or substantially 
lessen the significant effects of the proposed Project, and are feasible from a development perspective. 
These alternatives have been developed based on the criteria identified in Section 6.1, and are described 
below: 
 
Alternative 1: No Project/No Build. Pursuant to Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR is 
required to “discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice 
of preparation is published, at the time the environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current 
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” In addition, Section 
15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines states that, “the no project alternative means ‘no build’ wherein 
the existing environmental setting is maintained.” Therefore, under this alternative, no development would 
occur on the Project site, and it would remain in its existing condition with one vacant aged residential 
building. 
 
Alternative 2: No Project/Existing Zoning, 
As discussed above, based on Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR is required to discuss 
the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, as well as what would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved. Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of 
the CEQA Guidelines states that, “the no project alternative means ‘no build’ wherein the existing 
environmental setting is maintained.” This includes development consistent with existing land use and zoning 
designations. The site has a zoning designation of R-1-13000-SP - Single Family Residential and Specific 
Plan (Orangecrest) Overlay Zones and in the OSP-RA-SP – Residential Agricultural and Specific Plan 
(Orangecrest) Overlay Zones. Overlay Planning Area 107-B (northern portion of the site) provides for 
development consistent with R-1-8500 - Single Family Residential Zone upon diminishment of Woodcrest 
Agricultural Preserve No. 7. Overlay Planning Area 107-C (southern portion of the site) provides for 
approximately 10.4 acres of development consistent with R-1-13000 - Single Family Residential Zone upon 
diminishment of Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7 to the west and approximately 4.8 acres of 
development consistent with R-1-13000 - Single Family Residential Zone (no agricultural preserve) to the 
east (Figure 3-4, Existing Zoning Designation and Specific Plan Planning Areas). 
 
Therefore, under this alternative, Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7 would not be diminished on the 
10.3-acre southwestern portion of the site (Overlay Planning Area 107-C) and would be developed with 
commercial farming uses. Additionally, Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7 would not be diminished on 
the 3.7-acre northern portion of the site and would be developed with commercial farming uses. The 4.8-
acre southeastern portion of the site would be developed with 16 single-family residences. The number of 
units on the 4.8-acre portion of the site is based on the zoning code and Orangecrest Specific Plan base 
allowable dwelling units per gross area (not including PRD allowable increases) per Municipal Code Section 
19.100.040, Residential development standards, Table 19.100.040.A, Residential Development Standards: 
Single-family Residential Zones, which provides a maximum density of 3.4 units per acre for areas zoned R-
1-13000.  
 
Alternative 3: Reduced Project Alternative. Under this alternative, a reduction in the number of residential 
units would be built. The reduced number of units is based on the zoning code and Orangecrest Specific Plan 
base allowable dwelling units per gross area (not including PRD allowable increases) per Municipal Code 
Section 19.100.040, Residential development standards, Table 19.100.040.A, Residential Development 
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Standards: Single-family Residential Zones, which provides a maximum density of 5.1 units per acre for areas 
zoned R-1-8500 and a maximum density of 3.4 units per acre for areas zoned R-1-13000. Development 
of housing up to the maximum allowable dwelling unit per acre is encouraged by the City’s Draft 2021-
2029 Housing Element (see Program HE-5-2, zoning Code Amendments).  
 
Thus, under this alternative the 3.7-acre northern portion of the site with the allowable R-1-8500 zoning 
(with implementation of the Orangecrest Specific Plan and diminishment of the Woodcrest Agricultural 
Preserve No. 7) would be developed with 19 single-family residences; and the southern 15.1-acre portion 
of the site that is zoned R-1-13000 would be developed with 51 single-family residences (with 
implementation of the Orangecrest Specific Plan and diminishment of the Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve 
No. 7). A total of 70 single-family residences would be developed by the Reduced Project Alternative, which 
is 26 fewer residences (a 27% reduction) than would be developed by the proposed Project. This alternative 
would provide development consistent with the General Plan and Orangecrest Specific Plan. 

6.6 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT/NO BUILD 
Under this alternative, the proposed Project would not be approved, and no development would occur. The 
existing vacant aged residential building would remain. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the No 
Project/No Build Alternative for a development project on an identifiable property consists of the 
circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines 
states that, “In certain instances, the no project alternative means ‘no build’ wherein the existing environmental 
setting is maintained.” In addition, the no project includes what would be reasonably expected to occur in 
the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services. In addition, Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines states 
that, “the no project alternative means ‘no build’ wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained.” 
Therefore, under this alternative, no development would occur on the Project site, and it would remain in its 
existing condition with one vacant aged residential building. 
 
The No Project/No Build Alternative assumes that the proposed 96 single-family residential units would not 
be constructed. Alternative 1 considers no development/disturbance on the Project site beyond the existing 
condition. As such, the entire 18.92-acre site would remain vacant and undeveloped, except for the vacant 
single-family residence and associated shed structure, in the southeastern portion of the site. Under this 
alternative, no improvements would be made to the Project site and none of the Project infrastructure 
improvements such as internal roadways, utility connections, and construction and grading within the Project 
site, as well as sidewalks and pedestrian street crossings, would be made. This alternative is intended to 
meet the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) for evaluation of a no project alternative. 

6.6.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  
Biological Resources 
Section 5.1, Biological Resources, describes that due to the lack of habitat, high level of disturbance, and 
lack of ground squirrel activity, burrowing owls are not present on or adjacent to the Project site. However, 
because the Project site is located within the MSHCP burrowing owl survey area, a 30-day preconstruction 
survey is required prior to the commencement of Project activities (e.g., vegetation clearing, clearing and 
grubbing, tree removal, site watering) to ensure that no owls are on the site and impacts do not occur. This 
is included as Mitigation Measure BIO-1. Because no construction activity would occur by the No Project/No 
Build Alternative, preconstruction surveys (Mitigation Measure BIO-1) would not be required and no impacts 
to biological resources would occur. 
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Also, Section 5.1, Biological Resources, describes that Project construction could result in impacts to nesting 
birds if vegetation is removed during nesting season. Therefore, the Project requires mitigation to reduce the 
potential impacts to nesting birds if removal of vegetation is to occur during nesting season. The No 
Project/No Build Alternative would not involve removal of vegetation. Hence, this alternative would not have 
the potential to impact nesting birds and mitigation would not be required. Thus, potential impacts to 
biological resources under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be less than the proposed Project. 
 
Cultural Resources 
The proposed Project involves construction that could result in inadvertent impacts to unknown buried 
archaeological resources. Therefore, the Project requires mitigation to reduce potential impacts to resources 
that could be unearthed during construction. However, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve 
ground disturbance; no excavation or grading would occur. Hence, this alternative would not have the 
potential to impact unknown buried archaeological resources and mitigation measures would not be required. 
Thus, potential impacts to cultural resources under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be less than 
the proposed Project. 
 
Noise 
The proposed Project would result a short-term increase in noise from construction and a minimal increase in 
long-term noise from operation. The short-term construction noise impacts would be less than significant; and 
operation of the Project would also result in less than significant impacts. However, construction related 
vibration has the potential to result in impacts. Therefore, mitigation has been included to require 
appropriate setback distances to ensure that short-term vibration related impacts to offsite residential 
buildings and receptors during construction would be less than significant. 
 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would continue the vacant and undeveloped uses of the Project site. No 
construction or operational activities would occur, and no noise or vibration would be generated by this 
alternative. As a result, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not increase ambient noise and would 
avoid potential impacts related construction vibration. Mitigation would not be required. Thus, impacts 
related to noise and vibration under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be less than the proposed 
Project. 
 
Transportation 
As described in Section 5.4, Transportation, it is estimated that the proposed Project would result in a VMT 
per capita that is more than double the threshold in the baseline condition and 89 percent higher than the 
threshold in the cumulative condition. While Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures MM TR-1 and 
TR-2 reduce impacts, there is no feasible mitigation which would reduce the VMT/capita from 19.0 to below 
9.18, a reduction of 52 percent. As a result, impacts related to VMT would be significant and unavoidable. 
As described previously, given the City’s VMT screening thresholds (i.e., projects that generate fewer than 
110 daily vehicle trips, which equates to 11 single-family residences) and the size of the proposed Project 
(more than 11 single-family residences), it is infeasible to develop and operate the Project site, consistent 
with the General Plan land use and zoning designations with fewer VMT related impacts.  
 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would not develop new residences on the site. Therefore, impacts related 
to VMT would not occur from implementation of this alternative, and impacts would be avoided.  
 
Tribal Cultural Resources 
The proposed Project involves construction that could result in inadvertent impacts to unknown buried tribal 
cultural resources. Therefore, the Project requires mitigation to reduce the potential impacts to these resources 
that could occur during construction. However, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not involve ground 
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disturbance; no excavation or grading would occur. Hence, this alternative would not have the potential to 
impact unknown buried tribal cultural resources and mitigation measures would not be required. Thus, 
potential impacts to tribal cultural resources under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be less than 
the proposed Project. 
 

6.6.2 CONCLUSION 
Ability to Reduce Impacts 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would not construct or operate the proposed residences and the site 
would remain vacant with one aged residential structure. As a result, the No Project/No Build Alternative 
would not have the potential to impact biological resources, cultural resources, or tribal resources. Also, this 
alternative would not generate noise, vibration, or VMT. Thus, significant VMT impacts that would occur by 
the proposed Project would not occur by the No Project/No Build Alternative, and mitigation that would be 
required by the proposed Project would not be required by this alternative. Therefore, implementation of 
the No Project/No Build Alternative would eliminate the significant and unavoidable VMT impact and 
eliminate the need for mitigation. Impacts under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be less than that 
of the proposed Project..  
 
Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 
As shown in Table 6-3, the No Project/ No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 
The site would not be developed consistent with the General Plan, Orangecrest Specific Plan, and zoning 
code, would not implement the Orangecrest Specific Plan Overlay provisions for the site, would not establish 
a community that would provide visual and functional compatibility with adjacent residential neighborhoods, 
would not create a walkable and bikeable environment near existing bus routes, and would not provide 
housing assist in meeting the City’s Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) or provide housing in areas 
that have family services, such as schools. Overall, this alternative would not meet any of the objectives of 
the proposed Project. 
 

6.7 ALTERNATIVE 2: NO PROJECT/EXISTING ZONING   
Under this alternative, a reduction in the number of residential units would be built. The reduced number of 
units is based on the zoning code base allowable dwelling units per gross area (not including PRD allowable 
increases) per Municipal Code Section 19.100.040, Residential development standards, Table 
19.100.040.A, Residential Development Standards: Single-family Residential Zones, which provides a 
maximum density of 3.4 units per acre for areas zoned R-1-13000.  
 
Thus, under this alternative the Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7 would not be diminished on the 14.1-
acre portion of the site (within Overlay Planning Area 107-B and C) and would be developed with 
commercial farming uses. The remaining 4.8-acre southeastern portion of the site would be developed with 
16 single-family residences. The number of units on the 4.8-acre portion of the site is based on the zoning 
code and Orangecrest Specific Plan base allowable dwelling units per gross area (not including PRD 
allowable increases) per Municipal Code Section 19.100.040, Residential development standards, Table 
19.100.040.A, Residential Development Standards: Single-family Residential Zones, which provides a 
maximum density of 3.4 units per acre for areas zoned R-1-13000.3. A total of 16 single-family residences 
would be developed by the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative, which is 80 fewer residences (a 83% 
reduction) than would be developed by the proposed Project. This alternative would provide development 
consistent with the General Plan and Orangecrest Specific Plan. 
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6.7.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Biological Resources 
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would require site preparation, grading, and removal of 
vegetation consistent with the proposed Project. Section 5.1, Biological Resources, describes that because the 
Project site is located within the MSHCP burrowing owl survey area, a 30-day preconstruction survey is 
required prior to the commencement of Project activities (e.g., vegetation clearing, clearing and grubbing, 
tree removal, site watering) (included as Mitigation Measure BIO-1). Because site disturbance and vegetation 
removal would also occur by the Reduced Project Alternative, preconstruction surveys per mitigation would 
also be required.  
 
Consistent with the Project, construction of this alternative could result in impacts to nesting birds if vegetation 
is removed during nesting season. Therefore, this alternative requires mitigation to reduce the potential 
impacts to nesting birds if removal of vegetation is to occur during nesting season, which is the same measure 
that is required for the proposed Project. Thus, potential impacts to biological resources under the No 
Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, which is the 
same as the proposed Project. 
 
Cultural and Resources 
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would require site preparation, grading, 
drainage/utilities/subgrade, which would disturb site soils to a similar extent as the proposed Project; and 
therefore, this alternative has a similar potential to impact archaeological resources during construction 
activities. Thus, consistent with the Project, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would require 
implementation of mitigation to reduce potential impacts related to unknown buried resources on the northern 
portion of the site. Thus, impacts under both the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative and the proposed 
Project would be similar, and similarly reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation of mitigation. 
 
Noise 
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would decrease the number of residential units by 83 percent 
compared to the proposed Project. This would result in overall reduced construction related noise and 
vibration. Construction activities would be at slightly further distances to existing sensitive receptors on the 
northern portion of the site, and construction vibration impacts would be reduced. Therefore, construction 
related noise would be similarly less than significant; however, construction vibration mitigation (in the form 
of buffers) would no longer be required to ensure that construction related vibration would be less than 
significant. 
 
Noise from commercial farming operations would result on the northern and southern portion of the site. 
Operation of the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would result in fewer stationary source noise emitters 
as fewer HVAC units would exist and reduced traffic noise because fewer vehicular trips would occur, 
compared to the proposed Project. As the proposed Project would result in less than significant operational 
noise impacts, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would result in a reduced less than significant 
impact, in comparison to the proposed Project. 
 
Transportation 
As described previously, the proposed Project would result in an increase of 906 daily vehicular trips, 
including 71 a.m. peak hour trips and 95 p.m. peak hour trips. This increase in vehicle trips would not exceed 
the City’s 100 peak hour trip screening criteria for preparation of a level of service (LOS) analysis. City’s 
Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide also describe that residential projects that would generate less 
than 100 peak hour trips, and single-family residential tract projects of less than 100 lots that are consistent 
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with the General Plan land use designation would not result in a significant impact, and do not require an 
LOS analysis. 
 
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would decrease the number of residential units by 83 percent 
compared to the proposed Project. While there would be some traffic generated from the operation of the 
commercial farming uses, this alternative would result in fewer residents on the site and thus, fewer vehicular 
trips. As shown on Table 6-1, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would generate 179 fewer daily 
vehicular trips than the proposed Project. Consistent with the proposed Project, the increase in vehicle trips 
from the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would not exceed the City’s 100 peak hour screening trip 
criteria. 
 

Table 6-1: Comparison of Project and No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative Trip Generation 

 
 

Although, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would reduce the overall vehicular trips from the Project 
site because fewer residents would reside on the site, the VMT per capita would remain the same. Any single-
family residential project within the same TAZ as the proposed Project would have the same VMT per capita 
as the proposed Project. Thus, consistent with the proposed Project, under the No Project/Existing Zoning 
Alternative, the VMT per capita would be more than double the threshold in the baseline condition and 89 
percent higher than the threshold in the cumulative condition. Therefore, the No Project/Existing Zoning 
Alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable VMT impact in both the baseline and cumulative 
conditions to same extent as the Project. 
 
Tribal Cultural Resources 
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would require site preparation, grading, 
drainage/utilities/subgrade, which would disturb site soils to a lesser extent on the southern portion of the 
site associated with farming operations and to the same extent as the proposed Project on the northern 
portion associated with residential construction. Therefore, this alternative would require implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM CUL-1 through CUL-5 to reduce potential impacts related to unknown buried tribal 
cultural resources. Thus, impacts under both the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative and the proposed 
Project would be similar, and reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation of mitigation. 

6.7.2 CONCLUSION 

Land Use Daily In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Rates 

Single-Family Detached Housing1 DU 9.440 0.185 0.555 0.740 0.624 0.366 0.990

Project Trip Generation

Single-Family Homes 96 DU 906 18 53 71 60 35 95

No Project/Existing Znong Trip Generation

Single-Family Homes 16 DU 151 3 9 12 10 6 16

Commercial Farming* 14.1 AC 28 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Differnce -179
DU = Dwelling Unit
1 Trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 10th Edition, 2017. Land Use Code 210 - Single-Family Detached Housing.
* Trip rates assume 2 employees per acre (14.1 acres x 2 trips = 28.2 daily trips)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Units

I 
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Ability to Reduce Impacts 
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would result in 80 fewer residential units, which would result in 
179 fewer daily vehicular trips than the proposed Project. However, significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to VMT would continue to occur from implementation of this alternative. Any single-family residential 
project consistent with General Plan, Orangecrest Specific Plan, and zoning designations within the same 
TAZ as the proposed Project would have the same VMT per capita as the proposed Project. Overall, although 
the number of residences and volume of vehicular trips would be less by the No Project/Existing Zoning 
Alternative in comparison to the proposed Project, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would result in 
the same VMT per capita. Therefore, VMT impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Additionally, 
construction vibration impacts would be reduced under the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative since 
residential development would not be proposed within the northern portion of the site nearby existing 
sensitive residential receptors, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would no longer be required. 

In addition, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would disturb site soils, remove vegetation, and 
generate operational noise from commercial farming operations. Thus, implementation of the same mitigation 
measures, except for Mitigation Measure NOI-1, that are required for the proposed Project are required 
for the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
Therefore, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would not eliminate the significant and unavoidable 
impact of the proposed Project or eliminate the need for mitigation. 

Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 
As shown in Table 6-3, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would meet the Project objectives, but not 
to the same extent as the proposed Project. The site would provide fewer housing units to meet the City’s 
RHNA allocation and fewer residences in an area that has residential services, such as schools. Overall, this 
alternative would meet the objectives of the proposed Project, but not to the same extent as the proposed 
Project. 

6.8 ALTERNATIVE 3: REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE  
Under this alternative, a reduction in the number of residential units would be built. The reduced number of 
units is based on the zoning code base allowable dwelling units per gross area (not including PRD allowable 
increases) per Municipal Code Section 19.100.040, Residential development standards, Table 
19.100.040.A, Residential Development Standards: Single-family Residential Zones, which provides a 
maximum density of 5.1 units per acre for areas zoned R-1-8500 and a maximum density of 3.4 units per 
acre for areas zoned R-1-13000. Thus, under this alternative the 3.7-acre northern portion of the site with 
the allowable R-1-8500 zoning (after cancellation of the Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7) would be 
developed with 19 single-family residences; and the southern 15.1-acre portion of the site that is zoned R-
1-13000 would be developed with 51 single-family residences (after cancellation of the Woodcrest 
Agricultural Preserve No. 7). A total of 70 single-family residences would be developed by the Reduced 
Project Alternative, which is 26 fewer residences (a 27% reduction) than would be developed by the 
proposed Project. This alternative would provide development consistent with the General Plan and 
Orangecrest Specific Plan. 

6.8.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Biological Resources 
The Reduced Project Alternative would require site preparation, grading, and removal of vegetation 
consistent with the proposed Project. Section 5.1, Biological Resources, describes that because the Project site 
is located within the MSHCP burrowing owl survey area, a 30-day preconstruction survey is required prior 
to the commencement of Project activities (e.g., vegetation clearing, clearing and grubbing, tree removal, 
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site watering) (included as Mitigation Measure BIO-1). Because site disturbance and vegetation removal 
would also occur by the Reduced Project Alternative, preconstruction surveys per mitigation would also be 
required.  
 
Consistent with the Project, construction of this alternative could result in impacts to nesting birds if vegetation 
is removed during nesting season. Therefore, this alternative requires mitigation to reduce the potential 
impacts to nesting birds if removal of vegetation is to occur during nesting season, which is the same measure 
that is required for the proposed Project. Thus, potential impacts to biological resources under the Reduced 
Project Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, which is the same as the 
proposed Project. 
 
Cultural and Resources 
The Reduced Project Alternative would require site preparation, grading, drainage/utilities/subgrade, which 
would disturb site soils to a similar extent as the proposed Project; and therefore, this alternative has a 
similar potential to impact archaeological resources during construction activities. Thus, consistent with the 
Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would require implementation of mitigation to reduce potential 
impacts related to unknown buried resources. Thus, impacts under both the Reduced Project Alternative and 
the proposed Project would be similar, and similarly reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation 
of mitigation. 
 
Noise 
The Reduced Project Alternative would decrease the number of residential units by 27 percent compared to 
the proposed Project. This would result in overall reduced construction related noise and vibration. However, 
construction activities would be at similar distances to existing sensitive receptors, and effects to these 
receptors would be similar to those that would occur by the proposed Project. Therefore, construction related 
noise would be similarly less than significant, and mitigation (in the form of buffers) would be required to 
ensure that construction related vibration would be less than significant. 
 
Operation of the Reduced Project Alternative would result in fewer stationary source noise emitters as fewer 
HVAC units would exist and reduced traffic noise because fewer vehicular trips would occur, compared to 
the proposed Project. As the proposed Project would result in less than significant operational noise impacts, 
the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a reduced less than significant impact, in comparison to the 
proposed Project. 
 
Transportation 
As described previously, the proposed Project would result in an increase of 906 daily vehicular trips, 
including 71 a.m. peak hour trips and 95 p.m. peak hour trips. This increase in vehicle trips would not exceed 
the City’s 100 peak hour trip screening criteria for preparation of a level of service (LOS) analysis. City’s 
Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide also describe that residential projects that would generate less 
than 100 peak hour trips, and single-family residential tract projects of less than 100 lots that are consistent 
with the General Plan land use designation would not result in a significant impact, and do not require an 
LOS analysis. 
 
The Reduced Project Alternative would decrease the number of residential units by 27 percent compared to 
the proposed Project. This would result in fewer residents on the site and fewer vehicular trips. As shown on 
Table 6-2, the Reduced Project Alternative would generate 245 fewer daily vehicular trips than the 
proposed Project, resulting in 20 fewer a.m. peak hour trips and 26 fewer p.m. peak hour trips. Consistent 
with the proposed Project, the increase in vehicle trips from the Reduced Project Alternative would not exceed 
the City’s 100 peak hour screening trip criteria. 
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Table 6-2: Comparison of Project and Reduced Project Alternative Trip Generation 

Land Use 
  

Unit 
  
Daily 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 
Trip Rates 
Single-Family Detached Housing DU 9.44 0.185 0.555 0.740 0.624 0.366 0.990 

Project Trip Generation 
96 
DUs 906 18 53 72 60 35 95 

Reduced Project Alternative  
70 
DUs 661 13 39 52 44 26 69 

Difference  -245 -5 -14 -20 -16 -9 -26 
DU = Dwelling Unit 
1 Trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 10th Edition, 2017. Land Use Code 210 - Single Family Detached 
Housing. 

 
Although, the Reduced Project Alternative would reduce the overall vehicular trips from the Project site 
because fewer residents would reside on the site, the VMT per capita would remain the same. Any single-
family residential project within the same TAZ as the proposed Project would have the same VMT per capita 
as the proposed Project. Thus, consistent with the proposed Project, under the Reduced Project Alternative, 
the VMT per capita would be more than double the threshold in the baseline condition and 89 percent higher 
than the threshold in the cumulative condition. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a 
significant and unavoidable VMT impact in both the baseline and cumulative conditions to same extent as 
the Project. 
 
Tribal Cultural Resources 
The Reduced Project Alternative would require site preparation, grading, drainage/utilities/subgrade, which 
would disturb site soils to the same extent as the proposed Project; and therefore, this alternative would 
require implementation of Mitigation Measures MM TCR-1, MM TCR-2 and MM TCR-3, as well as CUL-1 
and CUL-2 to reduce potential impacts related to unknown buried tribal cultural resources. Thus, impacts 
under both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be similar, and reduced to a 
less than significant level with incorporation of mitigation. 

6.8.2 CONCLUSION 
Ability to Reduce Impacts 
The Reduced Project Alternative would result in 26 fewer residential units, which would result in 245 fewer 
daily vehicular trips than the proposed Project. However, significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
VMT would continue to occur from implementation of this alternative. Any single-family residential project 
consistent with General Plan, Orangecrest Specific Plan, and zoning designations within the same TAZ as the 
proposed Project would have the same VMT per capita as the proposed Project. Overall, although the 
number of residences and volume of vehicular trips would be less by the Reduced Project Alternative in 
comparison to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in the same VMT per 
capita. Therefore, VMT impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  

In addition, the Reduced Project Alternative would disturb site soils, remove vegetation, and generate 
temporary construction vibration. Thus, implementation of the same mitigation measure that are required for 
the proposed Project are required for the Reduced Project Alternative to reduce potential impacts to a less 
than significant level. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would not eliminate the significant and 
unavoidable impact of the proposed Project or eliminate the need for mitigation. 

Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 
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As shown in Table 6-3, the Reduced Project Alternative would meet the Project objectives, but not to the 
same extent as the proposed Project. The site would provide fewer housing units to meet the City’s RHNA 
allocation and fewer residences in an area that has residential services, such as schools. Overall, this 
alternative would meet the objectives of the proposed Project, but not to the same extent as the proposed 
Project. 

6.9 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
CEQA requires a lead agency to identify the “environmentally superior alternative” when significant 
environmental impacts result from a proposed Project. The Environmentally Superior Alternative for the 
proposed Project would be the No Project/No Build Alternative. The No Project/No Build alternative would 
avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project and would not be required to implement the 
mitigation measures related to biological resources, cultural resources, vibration, and tribal cultural resources 
that are identified in Chapter 5.0 of this EIR. However, this alternative would not implement the City’s General 
Plan or the Orangecrest Specific Plan and would not provide additional housing within the City to meet the 
City’s RHNA allocation or assist in reducing the housing shortage in southern California.  

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(3)(1) states: 

The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental 
analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with 
available infrastructure and community services. If the environmentally superior alternative is 
the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
among the other alternatives. (Emphasis added). 
 

Therefore, pursuant to CEQA, because the No Project/No Build Alternative has been identified as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative, the Environmentally Superior Alternative among the other alternatives 
would be the Reduced Project Alternative because it would allow for development of the site and would 
meet some of the Project objectives compared to the No Project/No Build Alternative.. 
 
While the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative and Reduced Project Alternative would reduce the overall 
vehicular trips and vehicle miles traveled from the Project site because fewer residents would reside on the 
site, the VMT per capita would remain the same. Any single-family residential project within the same TAZ 
as the proposed Project would have the same VMT per capita as the proposed Project; and would have the 
same limited feasibility to implement mitigation that would substantially reduce VMT. Therefore, VMT impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable. In addition, consistent with the proposed Project, the No 
Project/Existing Zoning Alternative, and the Reduced Project Alternative would remove vegetation and 
disturb site soils; however, since residential development would not be proposed within the northern portion 
of the site, Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which requires buffers from existing residential development to the 
north to minimize construction vibration impacts, would no longer be required and impacts would be reduced 
to less than significant. All other mitigation measures would be required to reduce impacts related to 
biological resources, cultural resources, and tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level. 
 
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative and Reduced Project Alternative would meet the Project 
objectives, but not to the same extent as the proposed Project. The site would provide fewer housing units to 
meet the City’s RHNA allocation, and fewer residences in an area that has family services, such as schools.  
 



Wood and Lurin Planned Residential Development Project  6.0 Alternatives 

 
City of Riverside  6-14 
Draft EIR 
February 2023 

CEQA does not require the Lead Agency (the City of Riverside) to choose the environmentally superior 
alternative. Instead, CEQA requires the City to consider environmentally superior alternatives, weigh those 
considerations against the environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and make findings that the 
benefits of those considerations outweigh the harm. Table 6-3 provides, in summary format, a comparison 
between the level of impacts for each alternative and the proposed Project. In addition, Table 6-3 provides 
a comparison of the ability of each of the alternatives to meet the objectives of the proposed Project. 
 

Table 6-3: Impact Comparison of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Topic Area 
Proposed 

Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project/No 

Build 
Alternative 2: No 

Project/Existing Zoning 

 
Alternative 3: Reduced 

Project 

Biological Resources 

Less than 
significant with 

mitigation 

Less, no impacts, 
no mitigation 

required 

Same as proposed 
Project; less than 
significant with 

mitigation 

Same as proposed 
Project; less than 
significant with 

mitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Less than 
significant with 

mitigation 

Less, no impacts, 
no mitigation 

required 

Same as proposed 
Project but on a smaller 
portion of the site; less 

than significant with 
mitigation 

Same as proposed 
Project; less than 
significant with 

mitigation 

Noise 

Less than 
significant with 

mitigation 

Less, no impacts, 
no mitigation 

required 

Less, no impacts, no 
mitigation required 

Less, but also less than 
significant with 

mitigation 
Transportation Significant and 

unavoidable 
Less, no impacts, 

no mitigation 
required 

Same as proposed 
Project; significant and 

unavoidable 

Same as proposed 
Project; significant and 

unavoidable 
Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

Less than 
significant with 

mitigation 

Less, no impacts, 
no mitigation 

required 

Same as proposed 
Project but on a smaller 
portion of the site; less 

than significant with 
mitigation 

Same as proposed 
Project; less than 
significant with 

mitigation 

Reduce Impacts of the Project? Yes Yes Yes 

Areas of Reduced Impacts Compared 
to the Project 5 

2, but requires same 
mitigation (except for 

NOI-1) and would result 
in the same significant 

and unavoidable impact 

1, but requires the same 
mitigation and would 

result in the same 
significant and 

unavoidable impact 
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Table 6-4: Comparison of the Proposed Project and Alternatives Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

Project Objective 
Proposed 

Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project/No 

Build 

 
Alternative 2: No 
Project/Existing 

Zoning 
Alternative 3: 

Reduced Project 
Provide high quality residential 
development that is consistent with 
the General Plan, Orangecrest 
Specific Plan, and Zoning Code. 

Yes No 
Yes, but not to the 
same extent as the 
proposed Project. 

Yes, but not to the same 
extent as the proposed 
Project. 

Implement the residential provisions 
of the Specific Orangecrest Specific 
Plan Overlay intended to take 
effect upon diminishment of 
Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve 
No. 7 on the site.  

Yes No 
Yes, but not to the 
same extent as the 
proposed Project. 

Yes, but not to the same 
extent as the proposed 
Project. 

Establish a well‐planned community 
that provides visual and functional 
compatibility with adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. 

Yes No 
Yes, but not to the 
same extent as the 
proposed Project. 

Yes, but not to the same 
extent as the proposed 
Project. 

Create a walkable and bikeable 
environment near existing bus 
routes. 

Yes No Yes Yes 

Provide housing to assist the City in 
meeting its Regional Housing Need 
Allocation (RHNA) as identified by 
Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) and assist in 
reducing the housing shortage in 
southern California. 

Yes No 
Yes, but not to the 
same extent as the 
proposed Project. 

Yes, but not to the same 
extent as the proposed 
Project. 

Provide housing in areas that have 
family services, such as schools. Yes No 

Yes, but not to the 
same extent as the 
proposed Project. 

Yes, but not to the same 
extent as the proposed 
Project. 
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7. Effects Found Not Significant 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) states that “[a]n EIR shall identify and focus on the significant effects 
on the environment”. Topics that have been determined not to be significant and therefore are not discussed 
in detail in the EIR were identified based upon the responses to the NOP and a review of the Project by the 
City of Riverside. The City determined through the Initial Study and NOP process that impacts related to the 
following topics are not potentially significant and are not required to be analyzed in this EIR: 

• Aesthetics • Land Use and Planning 
• Agriculture and Forest Resources • Mineral Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Energy 
• Geology and Soils  
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Population and Housing  
• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Utilities and Service Systems 
• Wildfire 

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an EIR contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that 
various possible effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not discussed 
in detail in the EIR. As allowed by CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, statements related to the above listed 
topic areas are provided in the Initial Study, which is Included as Appendix A. 

7.1 Aesthetics 
Threshold 7.1a: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

None of the roadways in the Project vicinity are designated scenic boulevards or parkways by the General 
Plan. Development of the proposed two-story residences on the Project site would not hinder any scenic vistas 
or panoramic views. The proposed two-story residences would be set back a minimum of 40-feet from public 
roadways (15-foot building setback plus 25-foot landscaped buffers). Thus, the existing long-distance views 
of hills from the public roadway corridors, would not be diminished. In addition, the Project site and vicinity 
are not designated by the City’s General Plan for the preservation or uniqueness of scenic views. Therefore, 
impacts related to scenic vistas would be less than significant impact. 

Threshold 7.1b: Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

There are no scenic highways within the City that could potentially be impacted. In addition, the proposed 
Project is not located along or within view of a scenic boulevard, parkway or special boulevard as 
designated by the City’s General Plan 2025. Therefore, the Project would not have any effect on any 
scenic resources within a scenic roadway.  

Threshold 7.1c: In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of public views of the site the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced 
from a publicly-accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project 
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

The Project site is generally undeveloped with the exception of one residential structure and is located within 
a partially urbanized area. The site is adjacent to roadways to the north, south, east, and west and the 
existing character of the Project site and surrounding area is neither unique nor of special aesthetic value or 
quality. The northern portion of the site has a General Plan land use designation of MDR-Medium Density 
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Residential that allows up to 6.2 units per acre or 8 units per acre with a Planned Residential Development 
(PRD); and the southern portion of the site has a General Plan land use designation of LDR-Low Density 
Residential that allows up to 4.1 units per acre or 6 units per acre with a PRD. The Project site is also within 
the Orangecrest Specific Plan Planning Areas 107-C and 107-B. The proposed Project would result in an 
overall density of 5.07 du/acre, which is consistent and compatible with the surrounding residential densities. 
Thus, the Project would not conflict with applicable General Plan buildout densities that govern scenic quality. 

The R-1-8500 - Single-family Residential zone has an allowable density of 6.3 dwelling units per gross acre 
with a PRD, and the R-1-13000 - Single-family Residential zone has an allowable density of 4.8 dwelling 
units per gross acre with a PRD. Both zones allow two-story residences up to 35-feet in height. 

The Project would develop 24 residential units within the 3.783-acre northern portion of the site identified 
as Planning Area 107-B in the Orangecrest Specific Plan, which would result in 6.3 units per acre and would 
be consistent with the allowable density. The Project would also develop 72 residential units within the 
southern 15.136-acre portion of the site, identified as Planning Area 107-C in the Orangecrest Specific 
Plan, which would result in 4.7 units per acre and would be within the allowable density. In addition, the 
proposed Project would be consistent with the other development standards outlined in Sections 19.780.040 
and 19.780.060 of the City’s Municipal Code including the City’s Design Guidelines, which would be verified 
through the City’s development review and permitting process. Thus, the Project would not conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.  

As the Project would develop the site with single-family housing, which is consistent with the land uses adjacent 
to the site, the Project would be visually compatible with the surrounding single-family uses. Hence, the 
proposed Project would not degrade the visual character of the Project site and surrounding area. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.1d: Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

The Project site is at the outer edge of the Mount Palomar Lighting Area and there are no existing sources 
of lighting or glare emanating from the Project site and the majority of the exterior of the proposed 
residential structures would consist of stucco, cement tile, brick, wood, and concrete, which are not reflective 
surfaces. Additionally, the installation of outdoor lighting would be required to meet the requirements of the 
City’s Municipal Code Chapter 19.556, which would reduce the potential to generate glare from new lighting 
fixtures. Therefore, impacts related to increased sources of light would be less than significant. 

7.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources 
Threshold 7.2a: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

The Project site is not designated as Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Approximately 
8.9 acres of the site is identified by the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program as Farmland of Local Importance. The remainder of the Project site is identified by the 
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as Other Land, which 
includes land not included in any other mapping category. Thus, the proposed Project would result in no 
impacts related to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
to non-agricultural use. 

Threshold 7.2b: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 
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The site is zoned R-1-13000-SP – Single Family Residential and Specific Plan (Orangecrest) Overlay Zones 
and OSP-RA-SP – Residential Agricultural and Specific Plan (Orangecrest) Overlay Zones. The Overlay 
Planning Area 107-B that includes the northern portion of the site provides for development consistent with 
R-1-8500 Single Family Residential Zone upon diminishment of the Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7 
and Overlay Planning Area 107-C (southern portion of the site) provides for development consistent with R-
1-13,000 Single Family Residential Zone upon diminishment of the Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve No. 7 
within the southwestern portion of the site. Therefore, conflicts related to agricultural zoning would result in 
a less than significant impact. In addition, the Project site is not located within an area that is affected by a 
Williamson Act contract. Thus, the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 
conflict with a Williamson Act contract. 

Threshold 7.2c: Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

The City of Riverside has no forest land that can support 10-percent native tree cover nor does it have any 
timberland. The Project site is not zoned for forest land or timberland uses. Thus, the proposed Project would 
result in no impacts related to conflict with an existing forest land or timberland zoning. 

Threshold 7.2d: Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

The City of Riverside has no forest land that can support 10-percent native tree cover nor does it have any 
timberland. The Project site does not include forest land. Thus, the proposed Project would result in no impacts 
related to the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 

Threshold 7.2e: Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

The Project site is not used for agricultural activity and does not consist of farmland. Approximately 8.9 
acres of the site is identified by the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program as Farmland of Local Importance, which is identified as land of importance to the local 
agricultural economy as determined by each county's board of supervisors and a local advisory committee. 
However, the site is vacant and has not been used for agriculture since at least 1994 thus the site is not land 
of importance to the local agricultural economy. In addition, the City of Riverside has no forest land that can 
support 10-percent native tree cover. Thus, impacts related to the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural 
use would be less than significant and there would be no impacts related to forest land. 

7.3 Air Quality 
Threshold 7.3a: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

The analysis methodologies from the Southern California Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook were used in evaluating Project impacts. As mentioned previously, the 
development density of the proposed Project would be 5.07 single-family dwelling units per gross acre 
consistent with the assumptions in the Air Quality Management Plan and would not conflict with Southern 
California Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) attainment plans. In addition, emissions generated 
by construction and operation of the proposed Project would not exceed thresholds and it would not conflict 
with the goal of bringing the Basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants and, as such, is consistent with 
the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Therefore, because the proposed Project does not 
exceed any of the thresholds it would not conflict with SCAQMD’s attainment goals. As a result, impacts 
related to conflict with the applicable air quality plan from the proposed Project would be less than 
significant.  
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Threshold 7.3b: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

The analysis methodologies from the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook were used in evaluating Project 
impacts. The maximum construction and operational emissions generated on a peak construction or 
operational day by the Project would not exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds. Operation of the proposed 
Project would not generate any substantial localized pollutant concentrations. During construction, emissions 
from diesel equipment, use of volatile organic compounds from architectural coatings, and paving activities 
may generate some nuisance odors. However, these odors would be temporary and would dissipate as 
odors disperse, and therefore, would not affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, impacts were 
found to be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.3c: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

The Air Quality, Energy, and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis determined that the proposed Project would 
disturb a maximum of 3.5 acres per day, and that the closest receptors include residential along the northeast 
and northwest portion of the Project site, about 50 feet and 5 feet respectively. With implementation of 
SCAQMD Rule 403 to minimize fugitive dust generation during construction activities, the daily construction 
emissions from the proposed Project would not exceed any thresholds. Operation of the proposed residences 
would not generate any substantial localized pollutant concentrations. The proposed single-family residential 
Project does not include stationary sources or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods of time 
queuing and idling at the project site (e.g., warehouse buildings) and therefore, would result in a less than 
significant impact. 

Threshold 7.3d: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

The development of the proposed Project would not involve the types of activities odors such as those listed 
in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, that would emit objectionable odors, affecting a substantial 
number of people. In addition, odors generated by land uses are required to be in compliance with SCAQMD 
Rule 402. Implementation of the proposed residential uses and adherence to Rule 402 would reduce 
operational odors to a less than significant impact. During construction, emissions from diesel equipment, use 
of volatile organic compounds from architectural coatings, and paving activities may generate some nuisance 
odors. However, these odors would be temporary and would dissipate as odors disperse, and therefore, 
would not affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, impacts relating to both operational and 
construction activity odors would be less than significant. 

7.4 Energy 
Threshold 7.4a: Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Energy consumption required for the proposed construction and operation of the Project are not anticipated 
to include any unusual characteristics that would make the construction fuel and energy consumption 
associated with construction of the Project less efficient compared with other similar construction sites 
throughout the state. In addition, construction equipment fleet turnover and increasingly stringent state and 
federal regulations on engine efficiency combined with local, state and federal regulations limiting engine 
idling times and requiring recycling of construction debris would further reduce the amount of transportation 
fuel demand during the Project’s construction. Therefore, Project construction and operation would result in a 
less than significant impact. 

Threshold 7.4b: Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 
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The proposed Project would be required to meet the Title 24 energy efficiency standards in effect during 
permitting of the Project. The City’s administration of the requirements includes review of design components 
and energy conservation measures during the permitting process, which ensures that all requirements are 
met. As such, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or 
energy efficiency, and impacts would not occur.  

7.5 Geology and Soils 
Threshold 7.5a: Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

The Project site is not located within a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. As described by 
the Geotechnical Evaluation for the proposed Project, there are no known active faults in the vicinity of 
the site (Leighton 2021). Thus, the proposed Project would not expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects from rupture of a known earthquake fault that is delineated on an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, therefore, no impacts would not occur. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

The site is located within a seismically active region of southern California. However, structures built in 
the City are required to be built in compliance with the California Building Code (CBC [California Code 
of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2]) that contains provisions for earthquake safety based on factors including 
occupancy type, the types of soils onsite, and the probable strength of ground motion. Because the 
proposed Project would be constructed in compliance with the CBC, the proposed Project would result in 
a less than significant impact related to strong seismic ground shaking. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

The Project site is not located in an area that has been identified as having a potential for liquefaction 
on the General Plan 2025 Liquefaction Zones Map – Figure PS-2.  In addition, the Project is required to 
be built in compliance with the CBC, which includes provisions to reduce the potential effects of 
liquefaction, such as proper buildings and footings. With implementation of the required CBC seismic 
safety measures, including those related to liquefaction, the proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant impact related to liquefaction. 

iv.  Landslides? 

The Project site and its surroundings have generally flat topography and are not located in an area 
prone to landslides per Figure 5.6-1 of the General Plan 2025 Program Final EIR. Due to the lack of 
nearby rock out crop and the gentle natural slope of adjacent hillside areas, the Geotechnical Evaluation 
determined that debris flow and rock fall hazards are considered very low. Therefore, the Project would 
result in no impacts. 

Threshold 7.5b: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Construction of the Project has the potential to contribute to soil erosion and the loss of topsoil. Grading and 
excavation activities that would be required for the proposed Project would expose and loosen topsoil, 
which could be eroded by wind or water. The City’s Municipal Code Titles 17 (Grading) and 18 
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(Subdivisions), Storm Water/Urban Runoff implement the requirements of the California RWQCB Order No. 
R8-2010-0033, NPDES Permit No. CAS618033 for the portion of the Santa Ana River watershed located 
within Riverside County, which includes the City. The Project would be required to install Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) in compliance with the RWQCB permit, which establishes minimum stormwater management 
requirements and controls to avoid and minimize potential soil erosion. With compliance of the City’s 
Municipal Code, RWQCB requirements, and the BMPs in the SWPPP that is required to be prepared to 
implement the project, potential impacts related to substantial soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be less 
than significant. 

Threshold 7.5c: Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as 
a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

The Geotechnical Evaluation that was prepared for the site determined that slope instability and landslides 
hazards on the site are very low (Leighton 2021). As a result, impacts related to landslides would not occur 
from implementation of the proposed Project. In addition, the potential for surface manifestations of 
liquefaction and damage because of liquefaction is very low with removal and re-compaction of the near 
surface soils to a 90 percent compaction in compliance with the CBC (Leighton 2021). For these same reasons, 
the potential impacts for lateral spreading and subsidence would be less than significant. 

In addition, with removal and re-compaction of the upper 2-4 feet of alluvial soils in compliance with the 
CBC, the potential for dynamic settlement or collapse of soils due an earthquake event to affect structures 
at this site is very low (Leighton 2021). Overall, impacts would be less than significant with implementation 
of CBC requirements that are verified during City permit processing. 

Threshold 7.5d: Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

According to the Geotechnical Evaluation completed for the Project, testing indicated that near surface soils 
generally possess a very low to low expansion potential. Additionally, the General Plan 2025 Final 
Environmental Impact Report indicated that the Project site is not located in an area with high shrink swell 
potential. Therefore, impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.5e: Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

The proposed Project would install an onsite sewer system that would connect to the existing sewers in the 
surrounding roadways and would not use septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. As a result, 
there would be no impacts related to septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems from 
implementation of the proposed Project. 

Threshold 7.5f: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

The Project site has Low Potential to contain significant paleontological resources. The Phase I Paleontological 
Resource Assessment describes that the site is overlain by sediments that have been extensively disturbed by 
agricultural earthmoving and are unlikely to contain any in-situ fossils. In addition, the Phase I Paleontological 
Resource Assessment stated that no significant fossils have been found within Project site or in similar sediment 
mapped units as the geologic unit is not suitable to preserve fossils. The Project would be implemented in 
consistency with state and City policies including the City Municipal Code Section 17.28.010(h)(3) which 
requires the project applicant to make reasonable effort to preserve or mitigate impacts to any affected 
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significant or unique paleontological resource. The Project would therefore result in less than significant 
impacts on paleontological resources. 

7.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Threshold 7.6a: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

To determine whether the Project has a significant impact related to greenhouse gas, the City of Riverside 
uses the conservative SCAQMD Tier 3 threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year for all land use types. The 
proposed Project’s total net annual GHG emissions would be approximately 1,549 MTCO2e per year. As 
shown in Table GHG-3 of the Initial Study (Appendix A), the Project would be consistent with applicable 
plans, policies, and regulations for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Therefore, 
impacts were found to be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.6b: Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

The City has adopted the California Building Code (Title 24) and would comply with the regulations through 
installation of solar panels, high-efficacy lighting, plumbing, and appliances and would install landscaping 
designed to minimize irrigation and runoff. The city would also be consistent with the scoping measures in 
applicable plans and policies including the City of Riverside Restorative Growthprint-Climate Action Plan 
(RRG CAP), the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Scoping Plan. Therefore, the proposed Project would 
not conflict with existing plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of greenhouse gases. 

7.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Threshold 7.7a: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Phase I and Phase II Environmental Assessments testing indicated that chemicals of concern within the Project 
site were either not detected or detected a concentration generally acceptable for future residential 
development. Construction of the proposed residential Project would involve the use, storage, and disposal 
of small amounts of hazardous materials on the Project site. These hazardous materials would be limited and 
used and disposed of in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations. Operation of the proposed 
Project may involve the use of common types of hazardous materials generally classified as household 
hazardous waste which would not result in a significant hazard to residents or workers in the vicinity of the 
Project. Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed Project would not result in a significant hazard 
to the public or to the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous waste during 
operation of the proposed Project, and impacts would be less than significant 

Threshold 7.7b: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

Construction activities would be required to adhere to all applicable regulations regarding hazardous 
materials storage and handling, as well as to implement construction BMPs to prevent a hazardous materials 
release and to promptly contain and clean up any spills, which would minimize the potential for harmful 
exposures. In addition, the Project must comply with the Southern California Hazardous Waste Management 
Authority for disposal of any hazardous materials at either appropriate waste facilities or service providers. 
With compliance to existing laws and regulations, the Project’s construction and operation related impacts 
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to the public or the environment from accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment would be less than significant.  

Threshold 7.7c: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The closest school to the Project site is the Mark Twain Elementary, which is located at 19411 Krameria 
Avenue, approximately 0.25 mile from the Project site. The Project would generate small amounts of 
hazardous materials from construction and operation. However, these hazardous materials would be limited 
and used and disposed of in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, which would reduce the 
potential of accidental release into the environment near the school. The emissions that would be generated 
from construction and operation of the Project would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the federal 
or state air quality standards (see Appendix A). Thus, the Project would not emit hazardous or handle acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste near the school, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.7d: Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

A search of selected government databases was conducted during preparation of the Phase I and the 
environmental database report system did not identify the Project site on any list of hazardous material sites 
(Leighton 2021). In addition, the Phase I conducted a search to identify if there are any hazardous material 
uses in the Project vicinity that could adversely affect the Project site. Information from the search was 
reviewed for potential environmental concerns; however, none of the offsite listings were identified as a 
potential impact. Therefore, the proposed Project would not be located on a list of hazardous material sites 
or create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, and no impacts would occur. 

Threshold 7.7e: For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

The proposed Project is located within Zone E of the March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port Land Use 
Compatibility Plan. Zone “E” is beyond the 55 dBA CNEL noise contour and the proposed Project would not 
expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive airport related noise levels. Also, as 
shown on General Plan Airport Safety Zones Figure and Map RI-1, Compatibility Map Riverside Municipal 
Airport of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the Project site is not located within a flight corridor or 
approach/departure corridor. Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to 
both noise and safety hazards for people residing or working in the Project area. 

Threshold 7.7f: Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The proposed Project would comply with existing safety regulations, such as the California Building Code 
and Fire Code to ensure that it would not conflict with implementation of an emergency evacuation. 
Operation of the proposed Project would also not result in a physical interference with an emergency 
response evacuation and would accommodate emergency vehicles and provide fire suppression facilities in 
conformance with the City Municipal Code. In addition, the development plans would be consistent with the 
requirements in the International Fire Code and Section 503 of the California Fire Code (Title 24, California 
Code of Regulations, Part 9). As such, the proposed Project would not impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be 
less than significant. 
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Threshold 7.7g: Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires? 

The Project site is located within a developed area, not adjacent to wildlands, and is not located within an 
identified wildland fire hazard area, as identified by the General Plan Figure 5.7-3, Fire Hazard Areas. 
The proposed Project would be implemented in compliance with the City Fire Code requirements, as included 
in the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 16.32. Therefore, the proposed Project would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from wildfires, and no impact would occur. 

7.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Threshold 7.8a: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Water quality impacts during construction of the Project would be prevented through implementation of a 
grading and erosion control plan that is required by the Construction Activities General Permit (State Water 
Resources Board Order No. 2009-009-DWQ, NPDES No. 99-08-DWQ). Additionally, with implementation 
of the operational BMPs that would be required by the City pursuant to the NPDES permit, which would be 
verified during the permitting process for the proposed Project, potential pollutants would be reduced to the 
maximum extent feasible, and development of the proposed Project would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements, including but not limited to increasing pollutant discharges to 
receiving waters, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.8b: Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

The 2020 UWMP details that the Western Municipal Water District would be able to meet all its water 
demands in both normal and multiple-dry year conditions through 2045 without increasing use of 
groundwater. The Project would utilize the planned sources of water within the anticipated water demand 
and supply projections and would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies. The Project also includes 
installation of landscape areas that would be pervious and two bioretention basins that would treat and 
infiltrate runoff. Due to the existing low infiltration rate of the existing site and the provision of infiltration 
onsite the proposed Project would not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. Therefore, impacts 
related to water demand upon groundwater supplies and impediment of sustainable groundwater 
management would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.8c: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-or-off-site? 

Construction of the proposed Project requires City approval of a grading and erosion control plan per 
the Construction Activities General Permit (State Water Resources Board Order No. 2009-009-DWQ, 
NPDES No. 99-08-DWQ), which requires preparation of a SWPPP by a Qualified SWPPP Developer. 
The grading and erosion control plan and SWPPP are required for plan check and approval by the 
City’s Public Works Department, prior to provision of permits for the Project, and would include 
construction BMPs to reduce erosion or siltation. Adherence to the existing requirements and 
implementation of the required BMPs per the permitting process would ensure that erosion and siltation 
associated with construction activities would be minimized, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Although an increase of impervious surfaces would occur by implementation of the Project, the existing 
onsite soils have a low infiltration rate and the site drainage would be designed to closely mimic the 
existing drainage conditions. Runoff from the impervious surfaces that would be created by the Project 
would be conveyed into bioretention basins that would retain, treat, and remove sediment before 
discharging stormwater into the existing offsite drainage system. Overall, the proposed Project would 
not alter an existing drainage pattern that could result in substantial erosion or siltation, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on-or-off-site? 

The Project site does not receive run-off, and according to the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the Project site (06065C0740G), the Project site is located 
within “Zone D,” which is an area of undetermined flood hazard. Therefore, there is a low potential for 
onsite flooding to occur during construction activities. Additionally, each of the bioretention facilities 
would exceed the required design capture volume, which would accommodate the stormwater from the 
Project site. As a result, implementation of the proposed Project would not substantially increase the rate 
or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
or 

Implementation of Project construction requires approval of a grading and erosion control plan per the 
City’s existing requirements and the NPDES requires preparation of a SWPPP by a Qualified SWPPP 
Developer, which both include construction BMPs to minimize the potential for construction related sources 
of pollution or increases in stormwater flows that could result in flooding. The Project would develop an 
onsite stormwater drainage system that would convey drainage to bioretention basins to treat and 
infiltrate flows. Compliance with existing requirements and implementation of the operational source 
BMPs and bioretention basin BMPs, would ensure potential pollutants would be reduced, and 
implementation of the proposed Project would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff; thus, impacts would be less than significant. 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows 

The Project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. Thus, the proposed Project would 
not place structures within a flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows, and no 
impacts would occur. 

Threshold 7.8d: In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

As described previously, the Project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. Tsunamis are 
large waves that occur in coastal areas; therefore, since the City is not located in a coastal area, no impacts 
due to tsunamis would occur. Additionally, the Project site and its surroundings have generally flat 
topography and is within an urbanized area not within proximity to Lake Mathews, Lake Evans, the Santa 
Ana River, Lake Hills, Norco Hills, Box Springs Mountain Area or any of the 9 arroyos which transverse the 
City and its sphere of influence. Therefore, no impact potential for seiche or mudflow exists. 
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Threshold 7.8e: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

Potential water quality impacts during construction of the Project would be prevented through implementation 
of a grading and erosion control plan that is required by the Construction Activities General Permit, which 
requires preparation of a SWPPP by a Qualified SWPPP Developer. The SWPPP is required for plan check 
and approval by the City’s Public Works Department, prior to provision of permits for the Project. Adherence 
to the existing requirements and implementation of the appropriate BMPs per the permitting process would 
ensure that construction activities would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
or groundwater management plan, and impacts would be less than significant. Also, operational related 
conflicts would be avoided by incorporation of LID site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs 
into the Project in accordance with State Water Resources Board Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ, NPDES No. 
CAS000002. Compliance with the NPDES permit would be verified during the permitting process for the 
Project, and would ensure that the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control or groundwater management plan, and impacts would be less than significant. 

7.9 Land Use and Planning 
Threshold 7.9.a: Physically divide an established community? 

The Project site is undeveloped, with exception of one vacant residence, and is within a developed or 
developing residential area. The proposed single-family residential project is consistent with the existing 
single-family residential land uses surrounding the Project site. In addition, the Project would not change 
roadways or areas outside of the Project site. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not 
physically divide an established community, and no impacts would occur.  

Threshold 7.9.b: Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  

In terms of the existing General Plan Designations, the northern portion of the site has a General Plan land 
use designation of MDR-Medium Density Residential and the southern portion of the site has a General Plan 
land use designation of LDR-Low Density Residential. The Project site is also within the Orangecrest Specific 
Plan Planning Areas 107-B and 107-C. The surrounding areas are designated as either Low Density 
Residential or Medium Density Residential, which both allows for single-family residences. The proposed 
Project would result in an overall density of 5.07 du/acre, which is consistent and compatible with the land 
use designation of the site and the surrounding residential densities.  

The Project would develop 24 residential units within the 3.8-acre northern portion of the site that would 
allow development consistent with R-1-8500 zoning (upon diminishment of the Woodcrest Agricultural 
Preserve No. 7), which would result in 6.3 units per acre and would be consistent with the allowable density 
of the zone. The Project would also develop 72 residential units within the southern 15.1-acre portion of the 
site that would allow development consistent with R-1-13000 zoning (upon diminishment of the Woodcrest 
Agricultural Preserve No. 7), which would result in 4.7 units per acre and would be within the allowable 
density of the zone. As such, the proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact related to 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. 

7.10 Mineral Resources 
Threshold 7.10a: Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 
to the region and the residents of the state? 
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The General Plan EIR lists the Project site as within MRZ-4, which is defined as areas where there is insufficient 
data to assign any mineral resource designation. No existing or abandoned quarries or mines exist in the 
area surrounding the Project site, and the Project site and surrounding have no history of mining or containing 
mineral resources. The proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state, therefore no impacts would 
occur. 

Threshold 7.10b: Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

Review of the General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.10-1 indicates there are no mineral resource recovery sites 
delineated within the City or Riverside. Therefore, the implementation of the proposed Project would result 
in no impact. 

7.11  Population and Housing 
Threshold 7.11a: Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)?  

The General Plan Land Use Table LU-3 assumes an average household size of 3. Based on the General Plan 
assumption, the 96 proposed single-family residences would result in a population of 288 residents. The 
California Department of Finance estimates that in January 2020, the City of Riverside had a population of 
328,155 and 101,414 housing units. The proposed Project would result in a 0.09 percent increase in both 
residents and housing units in the City, which is not substantial growth. According to the GP 2025 Final 
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the City has a projected population of 383,077 at the ultimate 
buildout of the City, which equates to a population increase of 54,922. The Project’s population increase of 
288 residents would be 0.5 percent of the General Plan planned growth. In addition, the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) population projections show a City population of 395,800 in the year 
2045, which would be an increase of 67,645 residents over the 2020 population and the Project’s 288 
residents would be 0.4 percent of the increase. The SCAG projections also estimate that 115,100 households 
will exist in the City in 2045, which is an increase of 13,686 dwelling units over those in 2020. The 96 
residences developed by the Project would consist of 0.7 percent of the increase in residential units. 
Regarding the potential for indirect growth, the Project would be served by the existing public roadways 
that surround the Project site; and would connect into the existing utility and infrastructure system. As such, 
the residential development that would occur by the proposed Project is consistent with planned growth. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts related to both direct and 
indirect inducement of growth. 

Threshold 7.11b: Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

The Project site is undeveloped with exception of one vacant residential structure. The Project would not 
displace existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The 
Project would develop 96 residences, which would increase housing on the site and would not necessitate 
the replacement of housing elsewhere. Therefore, the Project would result in no impact. 
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7.12  Public Services 
Threshold 7.12a: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services:  

i. Fire protection? 

Due to the limited increase in residents (approximately 288) that would occur from the proposed 96 single-
family residences on the Project site, the Project would result in an incremental increase in demand for fire 
protection and emergency medical services; however, the increase in population is limited, and would not 
increase demands such that provision of a new or physically altered fire station would be required that 
could cause environmental impacts. Additionally, the Project is not in an area considered VHFSZ. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

ii. Police protection? 

As described in the City’s General Plan EIR, staffing is based on growth and evaluated on a project-by-
project basis. The proposed Project would result in an onsite population that would create the need for 
police services. Although an incremental increase in calls for law enforcement services could result from 
implementation of the Project, the need for law enforcement services from the proposed Project would not 
be significant when compared to the current service levels of the Riverside Police Department and the small 
residential nature of the proposed Project. The additional 288 residents that are anticipated to be 
generated from full occupancy of the proposed Project would not require the construction or expansion of 
police stations. Overall, the proposed Project would not result in the need for, new or physically altered 
police protection facilities, therefore impacts are less than significant.  
 

iii. Schools? 

The Project site is located within the Riverside Unified School District, which has 50 schools. It is anticipated 
that approximately 50 total students would be generated from build out of the proposed Project. The 
Riverside Unified School District levies school fees of $4.79 per square foot of new residential construction. 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 et seq., payment of these fees would offset any potentially 
significant impacts to school facilities, and impacts would be less than significant. 

iv. Parks? 

Based on the number of residents, the Project would create a demand for 0.86-acre (or 37,462 square feet) 
of parkland. to ensure the future provision of parkland in the City, the Project would be required to pay 
parkland development impact fees for regional parks, local parks, and aquatics facilities pursuant to 
Municipal Code Sections 16.44, 16.60, and 16.76. Overall, impacts related to parks would be less than 
significant. 

       v.         Other public facilities? 

The proposed Project may result in an incremental increase in the use of libraries and other public facilities. 
However, with a projected total of approximately 288 people occupying the residences, Project 
development is not expected to substantially increase the demand of these services such that construction 
of new or expanded facilities would be required. Thus, impacts would be less than significant. 
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7.13  Recreation 
Threshold 7.13a: Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

The proposed Project includes development of 61,909 square feet of private park and recreational space 
on-site. The proposed Project would provide housing for approximately 288 residents, which would create 
a slight increase in demand on the existing recreation facilities; however, impacts from the proposed Project 
are anticipated to be minimal due to the provision of park and recreational space on-site and the limited 
number of residents that would be generated by the Project. Therefore, the Project would not increase the 
use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. Thus, impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.13b: Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

As described previously, the proposed Project includes 61,909 square feet of park and recreational 
amenities. The impacts of development of the proposed recreational amenities are considered part of the 
impacts of the proposed Project as a whole and are analyzed throughout the various sections of the Initial 
Study and this EIR. For example, activities such as excavation, grading, and construction as required for the 
recreational components of this Project would result in impacts that are analyzed in the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Noise, and Transportation sections. In addition, operation of the Project would 
only result in the demand for parks and recreational facilities as articulated in the previous response, which 
would not require the construction or expansion of other recreational facilities in the City. Therefore, impacts 
were found to be less than significant. 

7.14 Utilities and Service Systems 
Threshold 7.14a: Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

The Western Municipal Water District provides water and sewer infrastructure and services in the Project 
vicinity. The proposed Project would install onsite 8-inch water and sewer lines that would be located within 
each of the residential streets and serve each of the proposed residences. The new onsite water lines would 
connect to the existing 12-inch water line in Wood Road and the existing 8-inch and 24-inch lines Krameria 
Avenue. The new onsite sewer lines would connect to the existing 8-inch sewer line in Lurin Avenue. 
Additionally, The Project would install an onsite stormwater drainage system that would convey runoff to 
catch basins that would convey flows to proposed two bioretention basins that would treat and infiltrate 
runoff. The remaining limited runoff would discharge runoff to the existing storm drain line within Wood 
Road. The Project would also connect to existing electric power, natural gas, and telecommunication facilities 
that exist in the adjacent rights-of-way. Therefore, the Project would not result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunication facilities that could cause environmental effects. Thus, impacts were found to be less than 
significant. 

Threshold 7.14b: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

The domestic and irrigation water for the proposed Project would be supplied to the Project by the Western 
Municipal Water District. The proposed Project would result in an overall density of 5.07 du/acre, which is 



Wood and Lurin Planned Residential Development Project   7. Effects Found Not Significant 

 
City of Riverside   7-15 
Draft EIR 
February 2023 

consistent and within the General Plan land use densities for the Project site; and is therefore within the Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) water demand assumptions. In addition, the 2020 UWMP details that 
water supplies are projected to exceed the projected demand under normal, single dry, and multiple-dry 
year conditions through the year 2045. Thus, sufficient water supplies are available to serve the Project and 
impacts related to water supplies would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.14c: Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

The proposed Project would install onsite 8-inch water and sewer lines that would be located within each of 
the residential streets and serve each of the proposed residences. The proposed single-family residential 
units would generate an average of 206 gallons per day (gpd). Therefore, the proposed 96-residence 
Project would result in an average daily flow of 19,776 gpd. Wastewater from the Project site would be 
conveyed to the Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCWRA) Treatment Plant, 
which has a tertiary treatment capacity of 14 million gallons per day (mgd) and handled 7.76 mgd in 2020. 
Existing wastewater facilities would be able to accommodate the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts 
related to wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.14d: Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity 
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

It is anticipated that solid waste landfill disposal from operation of the Project would be approximately 
1,680 pounds (0.84 tons) per week. The Badland Sanitary Landfill has a minimum additional capacity of 
1,104 tons per day and the El Sobrante Sanitary Landfill has a minimum additional capacity of 3,488 tons 
per day. The Project would not result in the need for new or expanded offsite solid waste facilities. Therefore, 
impacts related to landfill capacity would be less than significant. 

Threshold 7.14e: Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

The proposed Project would comply with all regulations related to solid waste. All solid waste-generating 
activities within the City are subject to the requirements set forth in AB 341 that requires all development to 
divert 75 percent of solid waste pursuant to state regulations. Implementation of the proposed Project would 
be consistent with all state regulations. The proposed Project must comply with the City’s waste disposal 
requirements as well as the California Green Building Code and, as such, would not conflict with any federal, 
State, or local regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, there would be no impacts related to solid waste 
statues. 

7.15 Wildfire 
Threshold 7.15a: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

The Project site is not located near or adjacent to a fire hazard zone and is adjacent to roadways and 
residential areas. The Project site would be accessed from both Krameria Avenue and Lurin Avenue through 
the onsite streets to each residence. Permitting of these roadways would provide adequate and safe 
circulation to, from, and through the Project site and would provide two routes for emergency responders to 
access the Project site. Therefore, no impacts related to wildfires and impairment of an emergency response 
or evacuation plan would not occur from the proposed Project. 
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Threshold 7.15b: Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread 
of a wildfire? 

The Project site is not adjacent to any wildland areas, and as determined by the City’s General Plan CAL 
FIRE Hazard Severity Zone map, the Project site is not within a fire hazard zone. In addition, the Project site 
is flat and within a flat area. The site is adjacent to a roadway, a concrete flood control channel, commercial 
and residential development. There are no factors on or adjacent to the Project site that would exacerbate 
wildfire risks. Therefore, there would be no impacts. 

Threshold 7.15c: Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, 
fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

The Project does not include any infrastructure that would exacerbate fire risks. In addition, the Project would 
provide internal streets and fire suppression facilities (e.g., hydrants and sprinklers) that conform to the 
California Fire Code requirements, included as Municipal Code Chapter 16.32.20, as verified through the 
City’s permitting process. Therefore, there would be no impacts related to infrastructure that could 
exacerbate fire risks with implementation of the proposed Project. 

Threshold 7.15d: Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

As described previously, the Project site is not within a wildfire hazard zone. In addition, the Project site is 
flat and surrounded by flat areas. There are no slope or hillsides that would become unstable. In addition, 
the Project would install onsite drainage that would be conveyed to onsite bioretention basins and then an 
existing storm drain, which is consistent with the existing condition. Therefore, there would be no impacts 
related to flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes with 
implementation of the proposed Project. 
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